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Three turbulent years have elapsed since the first edition of this book 
appeared. During this short span of time dramatic events have taken 
place in world politics. The international struggle for power has con- 
tinued unabated, although the bipolar system has begun to loosen. In 
the West, the leadership of the United States has been challenged by 
a Western Europe rapidly gaining in strength; in the East, the dom- 
inance of the Soviet Union has been challenged by an increasingly 
belligerent Communist China. In 1962 the United States and the Soviet 
Union had a major showdown over the removal of Soviet offensive 
missiles from Cuba. In 1963 President John F. Kennedy was assassinated 
and a year later Soviet Premier Khrushchev was ousted and Communist 
China exploded its first nuclear device. The developing areas of the world 
have continued to be the scene of East-West and North-South conflicts. 
Brush-fire wars have dotted the world map, notably in the Congo, in 
Vietnam, and in Cyprus. 

The international quest for order too, however, has continued with- 
out letup. The United Nations has continued to evolve despite a severe 
financial crisis. While one peace-keeping operation had to be withdrawn 
from the Congo, a new one was mounted to help bring peace to 
Cyprus. New regional patterns have developed and the economic in- 
tegration of Western Europe has made further progress. A partial 
nuclear test ban has been signed and ratified by the majority of the 
world’s nations. And hopes for a détente between the nuclear giants 
have been cautiously voiced on both sides of the Iron Curtain. 

I have attempted to bring this book up to date by incorporating the 
events of the last three years. The conceptual structure of the book, how- 
ever, has stood the test of time well and remains basically intact, al- 
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though I have incorporated some refinements into the concluding 
chapter. 

During my work on the revision I have continued to benefit from 
the stimulation of my students at Hunter College and Columbia Uni- 
versity. I should also like to acknowledge with gratitude the research 
assistance of Mr. Ralph Hellmold and Mr. Robert G. McKelvey, both 
of Columbia University, and the editorial assistance of Miss Anne 
Dyer Murphy and Mrs. Leonore Hauck of Random House, and the ser- 
vices of Miss Marcia Rosenfeld who prepared the index. 
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FOREWORD TO THE FIRST EDITION 


In a rapidly changing world the study of international politics calls for 
fresh treatment at frequent intervals. For instance, the United Nations, 
the most outstanding international organization, is not what it was in 
1945, when it was founded at San Francisco, or in 1950, when it met its 
first great challenge in Korea—or even in 1955, when a long step was 
taken in the slow process of development from a league of victors in 
World War II to a genuine world-wide organization. Today, the opera- 
tions of the United Nations in the Congo, like the development of spa- 
tial aeronautics and world-wide television, are harbingers of new patterns 
of world politics which require systematic and purposeful analysis and 
interpretation. 

The essential elements in the pattern of world politics, according to 
Professor Stoessinger’s analysis, are, on the one hand, the striving for 
better order in world affairs and, on the other, that for greater power. 
Indeed, our time is witness to an unprecedented conflict between these 
two forces. “Communist” and “capitalist” nations have produced through 
their clashing attitudes the “cold war” which seems to obsess the minds 
of peoples in great parts of the world. But in other areas peoples’ minds 
seem equally obsessed with another “cold war’ between the forces of 
colonialism and self-determination. The interaction between these two 
struggles gives to the world politics of our time a complexity which up 
to now has defied the efforts of the ablest statesmen to gain peace and 
security for their peoples. 

Contemplation of the vexatious problems confronting the leading 
actors in international politics provokes the author into asking some 
baffling questions: in view of the negligible role played by professional 
diplomats in recent disastrous “summit conferences,” has diplomacy— 
long regarded as a major order-building instrument—now become ob- 
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solete? What is the role of ethics in a world of power? What is the 
relationship between “personal” and “political” morality? What is the 
connection between politics and law in international relations? These, 
of course, are not new questions, but new answers must be sought under 
the unprecedented and imperfectly understood conditions of our time. 

The author's discussion of these problems in the light of recent inter- 
national events is well calculated to arouse interest. Consider, for ex- 
ample, the Suez crisis of 1956. President Eisenhower's decision to support 
Egypt against America’s best friends in world politics was justified in 
terms of “a single standard of international morality which must be 
applied to friend and foe alike.” But from the British and French view- 
point, the government of the United States seemed to have allowed 
“moral” intentions to lead to “immoral” consequences. Stoessinger’s 
conclusion is that power and morality are inseparable and must be so 
considered by the statesman. 

The book leads logically to the author’s most important thesis: that 
policy-making and decision-making in world politics are immensely com- 
plicated by the great differences between the way nations perceive one 
another and the way they really are; and that these differences exagger- 
ate the fierceness of the international struggle for power and seriously 
slow down progress toward international order. The final chapter of the 
book, which fully develops this theme, is an original and important con- 
tribution to the growing body of literature on the theory of international 
relations. 

This is an excellent book, timely, interesting, and instructive. It con- 
tains an up-to-date statement of the important facts concerning the 
international struggle for power. It also contains a penetrating analysis 
of the leading political, military, and economic institutions which have 
been established in furtherance of the international struggle for order. 
It does not attempt to tell the reader what he should think on every 
contemporary problem of world politics. But it does provide him with 
the tools for drawing rational conclusions concerning the competing 
policies of nations and groups of nations. 


Artuur N. HoLcoMBE 
Chairman, Commission to Study 
the Organization of Peace 
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¥ - Introduction 


The struggle itself toward the heights is 

enough to fill a man’s heart. One must 
imagine Sisyphus happy. 

ALBERT CAMUS 

The Myth of Sisyphus 


Sisyphus, according to Homeric legend, had been condemned by the 
gods forever to exert his entire being toward accomplishing nothing. 
He was to roll a rock to the top of a mountain only to see it fall back 
each time into the depths. The crime that had won him this dreadful 
penalty was hubris—presumptuous ambition. His crime was greater 
even than that of Prometheus, who had attempted to steal the eternal 
fires. Sisyphus had a passion for life and refused to heed the call from the 
underworld when his time had come. By decree of the gods, Mercury 
had to come and snatch him from his joys. Upon arrival in the infernal 
darkness, Sisyphus managed to trick Death and put her in chains. For 
a time Hades was deserted and silent. Then Pluto, god of the under- 
world, dispatched the god of war to liberate Death. The wrath of the gods 
now descended on the man whose love of life and hatred of death had 
made him challenge the eternal laws. His rock was waiting for him. 
Countless generations have breathed life into this myth. Its under- 
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scoring of man’s impotence in an indifferent and often hostile universe 
has seemed relevant to men everywhere. In ancient and medieval times, 
the ever-present threat to man’s existence lay chiefly in the vast and in- 
scrutable forces of nature. Today, these physical conditions of our survival 
are for the most part understood and, in the Western world at least, 
controlled. Yet the menace to the species has, if anything, become more 
ominous than ever before. And, tragically, it is no longer anything pre- 
ordained or mysterious that now confronts us with the possibility of our 
doom. It is the instruments of destruction that we have fashioned our- 
selves. 

Nowhere would we have better reason for abandoning ourselves to a 
sense of hopelessness about the fate of modern man than when we 
contemplate the state of relations among today’s nations, the great 
collective actors in whose hands the decisions as to whether we survive 
or perish ultimately rest. Who of us, in witnessing the frantic prepara- 
tions for yet another world war, has not at times despaired and con- 
cluded that the entire spectacle was a manifestation of organized in- 
sanity? Who of us has not had moments in which he has been tempted 
to dismiss the efforts of those working for peace as a futile Sisyphean 
labor? 

Yet it is from this very myth of Sisyphus, as the great French writer 
Albert Camus has told us, that humanity can take heart. For, according 
to Camus, the important part of the story is not really Sisyphus’ ascent 
up the mountain. It is during his return to the plain that the hero is 
most inspiring. “That hour,” as Camus sees it, “like a breathing-space 
which returns as surely as his suffering, that is the hour of consciousness. 
At each of those moments when he leaves the heights and gradually 
sinks toward the lairs of the gods, he is superior to his fate. He is 
stronger than his rock.” 

In this view of Camus, therefore, Sisyphus’ fate does not teach us a 
lesson of acceptance and resignation. Rather, it serves as a symbol of 
that higher courage that revolts against our fate and raises rocks even 
with the knowledge that this revolt may be in vain. It shows us that as 
long as the rock is still rolling, the struggle is neither sterile nor futile. 
Man says “Yes” and his effort must be unceasing. 

The relevance of this interpretation of the Sisyphean myth to the 
present condition of international relations is obvious. In many respects, 
modern man has descended to unprecedented depths, yet in others he 
has soared to greater heights than ever before. He has not only built 
concentration camps and perfected weapons of mass destruction; he has 
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also learned to control hunger and disease and has created the United 
Nations. Never before have nations made such intensive preparations to 
destroy one another. But at no previous time has mankind striven more 
desperately to avert such destruction. Our generation is involved in the 
fiercest struggles for power in history. Yet it also has the privilege of 
participating in the most determined struggle for order ever waged. If, 
therefore, we have cause for shame and despair, we also have grounds 
for pride and hope. We may never solve the problems of our human 
condition—in international relations or in anything else—completely 
and permanently. But what remains crucial for us, as it was for Sisyphus, 
is that we do not permit our rock to crush us. 

It is the purpose of this book to contribute in whatever small measure 
it can to this effort. While it hopes to offer more than a mere description 
of our crisis-ridden international situation, it does not pretend to advance 
any full-scale theory of international relations. It is the present writer’s 
judgment that until the discipline of international relations becomes 
more developed, a much more useful task is to review and analyze its 
vast and complex subject matter in terms of certain major organizing 
concepts. 

The treatment of international relations here presented is focused in 
terms of three such broad conceptual principles. The first of these is 
the ever-present tension between the struggle for power and the struggle 
for order. Throughout the book, care is taken to emphasize that these 
two processes of international intercourse are always closely interrelated, 
that every form of relationship, even war itself, includes elements of 
cooperation, while every form of order, even the most tranquil condition 
of peace, bears within it seeds of conflict. The second and related organ- 
izing concept here employed is that of the divergence between the images 
that nations entertain of world affairs and of each other and the inter- 
national realities as they actually are. This divergence between what is 
and what is taken to be often exacerbates the international struggle for 
power and slows the international struggle for order. Finally, the book 
is focused upon what the author believes are the two truly dominant 
events of our time: the struggle of East versus West, and the struggle 
of nationalism versus colonialism. It is chiefly with reference to the latter 
two struggles—and the linkages between them—that the data and analy- 
ses offered are topically organized. 

The book is divided into four sections. Part I examines the nation- 
state system and the nature of power. Part II deals with the international 
struggle for power—including both the East-West conflict and the 
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struggle between nationalism and colonialism, as well as the many rela- 
tions between them. Part III undertakes a similar analysis of the political, 
military, and economic dimensions of the international struggle for order. 
And Part IV attempts a fuller development of the three key concepts 
in terms of which the empirical materials presented in the body of the 
book are analyzed and interpreted. 

The general approach to the subject is an interdisciplinary one. 
Nothing less will do in a field which requires both breadth and depth. 
The author is painfully aware of serious shortcomings in his command 
of both these dimensions. Yet, taking his inspiration from Camus’ 
version of the myth of Sisyphus, he feels that the struggle to make 
international relations into a coherent discipline must continue— 
whether it in the end prove futile or not. The pages which follow con- 
stitute an effort in that direction. 


REFERENCES 
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- The Nation-State 


System and the 
Nature of Power 


Some are born great; some achieve great- 

ness; And some have greatness thrust 
upon ’em. 

SHAKESPEARE 

Twelfth Night, I, 5 


The Anatomy of the Nation-State 


Our world is made up of over one hundred political units called nation- 
states. There is hardly a place on this planet that is not claimed by a 
nation-state. Only a century ago the world still abounded with frontiers 
and lands that remained unpre-empted. But in our time, man can no 
longer escape from the nation-state system—unless he migrate to the 
frozen polar zones or to the stars. The nation-state has become ubiqui- 
tous. And everywhere it is the highest secular authority. It may decree 
that a man die; and, with no less effort, it may offer him the protection 
that enables him to live. When no state wants him—when man is naked 
in his humanity and nothing but a man—he thereby loses the very first 
precondition for his fellows even to be able to acknowledge his existence. 
Whether it be to be born, to live, or to die, he cannot do without official 
recognition—the recognition of a nation-state. 
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This modern-day fact of life is astounding when one considers that 
the nations that possess this inescapable power of life and death are 
in many ways only abstractions, figments of the human imagination. 
For though the power that is brought to bear to implement a nation’s 
will is ultimately physical, the will itself is chiefly the result of human 
images, images about what a nation is and about why and how its will 
should be expressed and obeyed. 

There are two principal aspects of this universal political image. In the 
first place, man has endowed the nation-state with a quality that it 
shares with no other human association—the attribute of sovereignty. 
It is indeed no coincidence that the theory of sovereignty was first 
formulated in the sixteenth century, at a time when the nation-state sys- 
tem was in process of emerging from the universalism of the medieval 
world. Its first systematic presentation was contained in the writings of 
the French political thinker Jean Bodin. Bodin’s definition of sover- 
eignty as “the state’s supreme authority over citizens and subjects,” set 
forth in his De La République in 1576, is still largely valid today. The 
nation remains the final arbiter over the lives of its citizens, leaving them 
recourse to no higher law. And while this is true in peacetime, it is even 
more totally and dramatically the case in times of war. For in the latter 
eventuality, the sovereign state has the nght to send its citizens to their 
death and, through its sanction, to transform even the most brutal forms 
of killing into acts of patriotic heroism. 

It is frequently asserted that the concept of sovereignty is about to 
become obsolete. We are undergoing, in the words of Robert Strausz- 
Hupé, a “systemic revolution.” Just as the medieval church-state was 
destined to pass, so the nation-state system is in turn bound to yield 
to a different form of political organization. Another thinker has 
pointed out that the very core of sovereignty, the “impermeability and 
inpenetrability” of nation-states, has been brought to an abrupt end by 
the advent of the atomic age: 


In a symbolic way (in addition to their possible practical use for hostile 
purposes) satellites circling the globe and penetrating the space above any 
territory of the globe, regardless of “sovereign” rights over air spaces and 
duties of “nonintervention,” serve to emphasize the new openness and pene- 
trability of everything to everybody. 


There is much to be said for the argument that the first atomic 
weapon “blew the roof off the sovereign nation-state.” It is probably 
true that in case of war, little sovereign impermeability would remain. 
But it is equally true that in the absence of violent conflict, and es- 
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pecially in what the state continues to be able to demand of its citizens, 
sovereignty remains very much intact. 

The truth is that in our time sovereignty is being both strengthened 
and weakened. This apparent contradiction is resolved if we survey the 
different parts of the globe. The Atlantic Community, especially West- 
ern Europe, seems to be slowly relaxing the grip of sovereignty. In that 
part of the world, sovereign states are moving toward larger units of polit- 
ical integration and are even beginning to experiment with “supra- 
national forms of organization.* But if sovereignty is “obsolete” in 
Western Europe, it is just coming into its own in Asia, the Middle East, 
and Africa. While the Atlantic Community is moving toward cohesion, 
these other areas are veering toward fragmentation. In fact, more sover- 
eign states have been born in our generation than in the preceding three- 
hundred-year history of the nation-state system. As a result of the tri- 
umph of sovereignty among the nonwhite peoples of the earth, the 
membership of the United Nations has, since 1945, more than doubled. 
Hence, we would seem to be living in one of those rare and fascinating 
transitional periods in history in which mankind is at the same time 
looking both forward and backward. When we consider the Western 
world and see sovereignty beginning to be replaced by various new forms 
of regionalism, we see signs of the future. When we turn to the new 
nationalism in Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, we witness what is in 
effect a rekindling of the past. Until, therefore, the world has inter- 
nationally evolved somewhat further, sovereignty is bound to remain 
an integral part of our lives. 

Despite the fact that sovereignty is omnipresent in the nation-state 
system, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to discover where and in 
whom this sovereignty is actually vested. The reason for this is that the 
concept is essentially an abstraction that defies precise and concrete 
location. The problem was much simpler as long as states in international 
relations were identified with their absolute rulers. Louis XIV’s alleged 
claim, “L’Etat, c’est moi,” left little doubt about the locus of sover- 
eignty. But the advent of modern forms of government, both democratic 
and totalitarian, complicated the task enormously. Who, precisely, is 
the “sovereign” United States in international relations? Is it the Presi- 
dent, the Congress, or the Supreme Court? The American separation 


* Throughout this book the term “supra-national’” is applied to those organiza- 
tions vested with certain powers previously exercised by national governments and in 
which decisions of the governing body are binding on the member governments and 
may be taken by majority vote. For an analysis of these organizations, see Chapters 
11 and 13. 
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of powers and the principle of “checks and balances” prevent the con- 
centration of sovereignty in any one center. Yet the very essence of 
sovereignty, according to Bodin, is its absoluteness and indivisibility. 
The Soviet Union, too, claims absolute sovereignty in international rela- 
tions, But does it reside in the person of the Premier? Or in the Presidium 
of the Communist Party? Or, as Soviet dialecticians maintain, in the 
multi-national Soviet people? No easy or precise answer is possible. 
Despite all its contradictions, however, sovereignty remains an essen- 
tial characteristic of the nation-state system. Even if the term itself 
should disappear, the substance of sovereignty—the absolute authority 
of states in international relations—will probably survive as long as the 
nation-state system itself. It is sovereignty, more than any other single 
factor, that is responsible for the anarchic condition of international 
relations. Bodin conceived of sovereignty as essentially an internal 
phenomenon, “the state’s supreme authority over citizens and subjects.” 
While the advent of democratic government has rendered this power far 
less than absolute, no government, democratic or totalitarian, has been 
willing to yield major portions of its sovereignty in its relations with 
other nation-states. Hence, it would seem that sovereignty in our time 
is fundamentally a phenomenon of international relations, a fact of 
life in political intercourse among nations. Over three hundred years 
ago man created the image of Leviathan. In some parts of the world 
Leviathan is man’s servant; in others, he remains the master. But no 
Leviathan yields to another except by its own consent. Sovereignty, 
originally no more than a political construct defining man’s relationship 
to the state, has taken on a life of its own on the international scene. 
In the internal affairs of states, sovereignty has often created political 
order and stability. In international relations it has led to anarchy. 
The second key component that has come into the making of nations 
has been the phenomenon of nationalism. In the broadest terms nation- 
alism may be defined as a people’s sense of collective destiny through a 
common past and the vision of a common future. (For an analysis of the 
anatomy of the new nationalism of Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, 
see Chapter 4.) In a very real sense, a nation’s “personality” is its com- 
mon past, or history. Empirically, a nation is merely a group of people oc- 
cupying geographic space. But nations exist much more in time than in 
space. ‘he history of common triumphs and suffering evokes powerful 
bonds of solidarity for nations large and small. Common suffering seems 
to be more important in this respect than are victories. The Civil War 
was probably the most tragic—and continues to be the most written- 
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about—experience of the American nation. Yet both North and South 
have come to regard this grim American tragedy as a period of glory. 
The case of Israel affords an even clearer illustration. Ethnically and cul- 
turally, the Jews of Israel are certainly anything but homogeneous. Even 
in their religion they range from strict orthodoxy to frank agnosticism. 
Yet what gives Israel its national identity in spite of these differences is 
the common history of suffering experienced by its people in the 
Diaspora. Since a similar logic characterizes nationalism everywhere, it is 
clear that this image of a common past exercises a most crucial function. 
It enables the citizen of the state to share vicariously in collective great- 
ness and to merge his own identity, often colorless and insecure, into the 
larger identity of the nation. It is significant that Ernest Renan’s defini- 
tion of a nation, advanced in 1882 at the Sorbonne, has become a classic: 
“What constitutes a nation,” he said, “is not speaking the same tongue 
or belonging to the same ethnic group, but having accomplished great 
things in common in the past and the wish to accomplish them in the 
future.” 

The vision of a common future constitutes the second ingredient of 
nationalism. Here, too, man’s aspirations as an individual are often 
projected onto the larger stage of politics and international relations. 
The unconscious realization that one’s personal future may be bleak and 
devoid of larger meaning is often unbearable. Hence, as Erich Fromm 
has brilliantly demonstrated in his Escape from Freedom, man may seek 
compensation for his lack of personal future in the reflected glory of the 
nation’s collective future.? This form of identification may manifest it- 
self in socially constructive ways; it may also lend itself to nationalism 
of a more destructive kind, as it did, for example, in Nazi Germany. 
The process whereby the identification is generated takes place largely 
in the “illogical, irrational, and fantastic world of the unconscious.”* 
Hence, the insights of social psychology and psychoanalysis may have a 
profound bearing on the study of international relations. A case study 
of the development of one such image of the future, that of Nazi Ger- 
many, will serve to illustrate the point. 

Many scholars now believe that the Nazi image of the ultimate en- 
thronement of the “Aryan” superman had its roots in the authoritarian 
structure of the German family.* Erik Erikson paints a convincing 
portrait of the German father whose frequent remoteness and tyranny 
over his children made the maturation process excessively difficult: 


When the father comes home from work, even the walls seem to pull them- 
selves together. The children hold their breath, for the father does not 
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approve of “nonsense’—that is, neither of the mother’s feminine moods 
nor of the children’s playfulness. . . . Later when the boy comes to observe 
the father in company, when he notices his father’s subservience to superiors, 
and when he observes his excessive sentimentality when he drinks and sings 
with his equals, the boy acquires the first ingredient of Weltschmerz: a deep 
doubt of the dignity of man—or at any rate of the “old man”... . The 
average German father’s dominance and harshness was not blended with the 
tenderness and dignity which comes from participation in an integrating 
cause. Rather, the average father, either habitually or in decisive moments, 
came to represent the habits and ethics of the German top sergeant and petty 
official who—“dress’d in a little brief authority’—would never be more but 
was in constant danger of becoming less; and who had sold the birthright of 
a free man for an official title or a life pension. 


This kind of father, of course, creates for the son an unusually difficult 
adolescence, a period of “storm and stress,” in Goethe’s words, which 
becomes a strange mixture of open rebellion and submissive obedience, 
of romanticism and despondency. For each act of rebellion the boy 
suffers profound pangs of guilt, but for each act of submission he is 
punished by self-disgust. Hence the search for identity frequently ends 
in stunned exhaustion, with the boy’s “reverting to type” and, despite 
everything, identifying with his father. The excessively severe superego 
implanted by the father in his son during childhood has entrenched it- 
self like a garrison in a conquered city. The boy now becomes a “bour- 
geois” after all, but with an eternal sense of shame for having succumbed. 
The catalytic agent that during the 1930’s offered the possibility of 
escape from this vicious circle was Adolf Hitler. In the Fuehrer’s world 
the adolescent could feel emancipated. “Youth shapes its own destiny” — 
the motto of the Hitler Youth—was profoundly appealing to a youth 
whose psychological quest for identity was often thwarted. Erikson points 
out that Hitler did not fill the role of the father image. Had he done 
so, he would have elicited great ambivalence in the German youth. 
Rather, he became the symbol of a glorified older brother, a rebel whose 
will could never be crushed, an unbroken adolescent who could lead 
others into self-sufficiency—in short, a leader. Since he had become their 
conscience, he made it possible for the young to rebel against authority 
without incurring guilt. Hermann Goering echoed the sentiments of the 
Hitler Youth when he stated categorically that his conscience was 
Adolf Hitler. Parents were to be silenced if their views conflicted with 
the official doctrines of the Third Reich: “All those who from the per- 
spective of their experience and from that alone combat our method of 
letting youth lead youth, must be silenced.”* The young Nazi was taught 
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that he was destined by Providence to bring a new order to the world, 
das tausendjahrige Reich, the Aryan millennium of the superman. Young 
Nazi women, too, felt a surge of pride when they were told that child- 
birth, legitimate or illegitimate, was a meaningful act because “German 
women must give children to the Fuehrer.” This writer recalls how, on 
numerous occasions, large groups of young women would march the 
streets chanting in chorus: “We want to beget children for our Fuehrer.” 
National Socialism made it possible for the young to rid themselves of 
their profound personal insecurities by merging their identity into the 
image of a superior and glorious German nation. This image of a common 
future was well expressed in the famous Nazi marching song: “Let 
everything go to pieces, we shall march on. For today Germany is ours; 
tomorrow the whole world.” 

The dynamics and forms of expression that characterized the imagery 
of Nazi nationalism are not, of course, typical. Indeed, the precise nature 
of the relationship between family structure and national and inter- 
national imagery varies with each nation and is in all cases difficult to 
ascertain empirically. Yet subtle and complex or not, its role in the 
genesis of nationalism is always crucial. 

It would, of course, be a mistake to claim that the psychological 
phenomenon of nationalism and the legal institution of sovereignty are 
the sole foundations of a nation. There are also a number of more “ob- 
jective” ingredients that play an essential part. Most prominent among 
these are territorial and economic ties and the presence of common 
language, culture, and religion. 

Clearly the very first requirement of a nation is that it possess a 
geographical base, a territory of its own. Yet it does not necessarily follow 
from this that attachment to the soil of the homeland primarily explains 
the fact of national unity. The insights of social psychology would seem 
to indicate that an individual may remain attached to a much more spe- 
cific and limited location, such as his place of birth or the countryside 
where he was raised. In fact, a person may feel more “at home” in a spot 
in a foreign land that reminds him of his youth than in an unfamiliar lo- 
cale in his own country. Moreover, powerful emotional ties to specific lo- 
cales may even divide a nation. When this is the case, the nation in 
question tends to be vulnerable to serious disunity and, frequently, in- 
ternecine strife. Yet even when strong local attachments are not present, 
a really active attachment to the national territory as a whole usually 
results only from powerful nationalistic propaganda. 

Another major contributing factor to the existence and unity of a 
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nation lies in its common and interdependent economic patterns. Es- 
pecially has this come to be the case since the advent of modern tech- 
nology and mass production, with their need for vast national markets. 
Yet this same economic logic has also tended to undermine the nation- 
state system. For why limit production and distribution to nationally 
protected markets? And significantly, the only genuinely “supra-national”’ 
organizations in existence in our time are of a primarily economic 
character. (For a full analysis of these organizations, see Chapter 13.) 
It is therefore incorrect to assert that economic ties reinforce the nation 
exclusively. Modern technology and the enlargement of markets work 
equally for the development of economic patterns that reach far beyond 
national boundaries. 

It is similarly difficult to generalize about the part that is played in 
the making of a nation by the presence of a common language. In many 
countries, as for example the United States, a common tongue is an 
important integrative factor. In other nations, the fact that the same 
common language may be spoken in many different versions definitely 
constitutes a divisive influence. This is very notably the case with the 
Chinese language, for instance, which consists of hundreds of dialects. 
Thus, if a native of Shanghai wants to communicate with a Cantonese, 
he can do so only by falling back on written Chinese or by resorting to 
some foreign language that both may know. Switzerland, on the other 
hand, with its three different official languages, has achieved a very high 
degree of national unity. Still other nations have hoped to increase na- 
tional cohesion by resurrecting a dead language. The revitalization of 
the Hebrew language in Israel is a case in point. But it is safe to assume 
that language is a relatively minor factor in Israeli unity. At times the 
quest for a national language has caused endless internal friction. The 
attempt to make Urdu the national language of Pakistan met with bitter 
resistance from that part of the Pakistani population which spoke 
Bengali. And India, after independence, had to accept English, a “for- 
eign” language, as its temporary lingua franca. Hence the role of language 
in the life of nations is clearly a rather ambiguous one. 

Surely one of the most perplexing concepts is that of “national 
character.” Few social scientists would deny that certain cultural patterns 
occur more frequently and are more highly valued in one nation than in 
another. But it is almost impossible to find agreement among scholars 
on precisely what these common patterns are. In other words, we are 
faced with the paradox that “national character” seems to be an indis- 
putable factor but that no one knows exactly what it is. This confusion 
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probably stems from the fact that cultural patterns continue to live as 
stereotypes. For example, the stereotypes of the “volatile Frenchman” 
and of the “materialistic American” are strictly time-bound. Only a 
century ago almost opposite images were current. Moreover, patterns 
may differ from region to region in the same country. And it is never 
dificult to find exceptions to the prevailing images. On the whole, it 
would therefore appear that though national character patterns are a 
fact, their uniqueness and their significance in supporting national unity 
vary from nation to nation. 

The role of religion, finally, is equally two-edged. In the United States, 
religion has neither substantially contributed to nor detracted from 
national unity. In other countries, Israel for example, religion has 
proved a very significant factor in making for unity in national terms. 
Yet in certain other cases religion has played a key part in preventing 
national unity. ‘Thus it was chiefly the religious friction between Moslems 
and Hindus that in 1947 made necessary the partition of the Indian sub- 
continent into two separate nations—India and Pakistan. Religions 
have probably tended as much to keep nations divided as to aid in their 
unity. 

In summary, then, what constitutes a nation in our time may be 
characterized as follows. First and foremost, it is a sovereign political 
unit. Second, it is a population that in being committed to a particular 
collective identity through a common image of past and future shares 
a greater or less degree of nationalism. And finally, it is a population 
inhabiting a definite territory, acknowledging a common government, 
and usually—though not always—exhibiting common linguistic and 
cultural patterns. 

Having examined the structure of the nation-state, we can now focus 
our attention on the heart of our subject matter—the behavior among 
nations. As a first step in this larger analysis, we must devote some at- 
tention to that most crucial of all the concepts in the study of inter- 
national relations, the concept of power. 


The Nature of Power 


The nature of a nation’s power vis-a-vis other nations is one of the most 
elusive aspects of international relations. It is frequently suggested that 
a nation’s power is simply the sum total of its capabilities. Yet such a 
definition fails to do the concept of power full justice. For though power 
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always involves capabilities, it concerns other dimensions as well. Most 
importantly, while capabilities are objectively measurable, power must 
in every case be evaluated in more subtle psychological and relational 
terms. 

The psychological aspect of power is crucial, since a nation’s power 
may depend in considerable measure on what other nations think it is 
or even on what it thinks other nations think it is. The relational aspect 
of power can be illustrated as follows. Let us assume that two nations, 
for example the United States and the Soviet Union, are approximately 
balanced in their capabilities. To the extent that this condition prevails, 
the power of either nation vis-a-vis the other is almost nil, even though 
their capabilities might suffice to wipe each other from the face of the 
earth. Hence, because power is a relational thing, whereas capabilities 
are not, there may upon occasion be no correlation whatsoever between 
the two. Indeed, when capabilities are equal, as in a stalemate, power 
tends to disappear altogether. To put it crassly, when everybody is some- 
body, nobody may be anybody.’ By the same token, of course, even a 
small increase in the capabilities of one of the two nations might mean 
a really major advantage in terms of its power. 

Under certain circumstances there may even turn out to be an inverse 
correlation between power and capabilities. Just as an experienced driver 
would probably give a car marked “Auto School” a wide berth, a leading 
nation might be doubly careful not to provoke the irresponsible leader 
of some smaller nation. The United States, for example, might be more 
inclined to appease a Cuba armed with atomic missiles than it would 
a major nuclear power like the Soviet Union. That is, a weakness in 
the capabilities of Cuba, the instability of its leadership, might actually 
enhance its relative power. Indeed, as a scholar of the role of small states 
in international relations has pointed out, the East-West struggle has 
resulted in giving greater power and freedom of maneuver to small 
nations at the very time that their inferiority in military capabilities has 
vastly increased.® 

In the above illustration of the experienced driver, of course, there is 
little doubt that the man in question would make it a general rule also 
to accord the right of way to a large truck. Similarly, a small nation is 
likely to do its utmost not to provoke one of the super-powers. When 
the chips are down, as during or in anticipation of a conflict, it is the 
capabilities that count. Yet this should not obscure the fact that as long 
as international relations are conducted peacefully and by means of 
diplomacy, merely cataloguing a nation’s capabilities cannot by itself 
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provide a definitive answer to the question of its actual international 
power. ‘The psychological and relational aspects of power must be recog- 
nized as hardly less significant than the objectively measurable capa- 
bilities themselves. 

Coming now to the analysis of the anatomy of power as a whole, in- 
cluding its tangible capability aspects, we find it frequently asserted 
that “the most stable factor upon which the power of a nation depends 
is geography.’’® In the words of Hans J. Morgenthau: 

The fact that the continental territory of the United States is separated from 
other continents by bodies of water three thousand miles wide to the east 
and more than six thousand miles wide to the west is a permanent factor 
that determines the position of the United States in the world.” 

In the opinion of other scholars, however, the advent of the atomic age 
and the development of intercontinental ballistic missiles have brought 
about the obsolescense of “territoriality.” As John H. Herz has put it, 
“now that power can destroy power from center to center, everything is 
different.”14 

It would be difficult to agree with Morgenthau that geography is 
always and necessarily a crucial factor in the power of nations. No doubt 
the enormous land mass of the Soviet Union prevented that country from 
being conquered by three different invaders in three succeeding centuries. 
Yet there may also be circumstances in which geographical considera- 
tions are much less relevant. ‘Thus, the same Russia whose vast expanses 
proved the undoing of Charles XII of Sweden, Napoleon, and Hitler, 
was in 1904 brought low in a naval battle by tiny Japan. It would be 
misleading, however, to go all the way with Professor Herz and suggest 
that the role of geography has drastically declined. Even the coming of 
nuclear weapons and intercontinental missiles may be less significant 
in this regard than is often claimed. As many military strategists have 
pointed out, mutual nuclear deterrence on the part of the super-powers 
may result in the wars of the future being “limited” to weapons and 
strategies not much different from those that have been used in the past. 
And to the extent that this might be the case, facts of national geography, 
location, and topography would continue to retain very considerable 
importance in the balancing of international power. 

Nevertheless, it would seem that, all in all, the significance of geog- 
raphy as a factor in the power of nations has been decreasing. Only a 
generation ago it was still possible for scholars to regard the influence 
of geography on international relations as decisive and to elevate its 
study into an entirely separate discipline, the “science of geopolitics.” 
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The Scottish geographer and strategist Sir Halford Mackinder, for ex- 
ample, in 1904 advanced the geopolitical formula that “he who rules 
Eastern Europe commands the Heartland of Eurasia; who rules the 
Heartland, commands the World Island of Europe, Asia and Africa; 
and who rules the World Island commands the World.” The deter- 
minism of Mackinder’s heartland theory was matched by that of Alfred 
T. Mahan, an American geopolitician of the late 19th century who 
believed in the decisive importance of sea power.'® Even during World 
War II, power calculations of nations were still influenced by geopolitical 
thinking. A German geographer, Dr. Karl Haushofer, deeply impressed 
by Mackinder’s heartland theory, argued for a German-Russian-Japanese 
axis. He predicted a German defeat if Hitler were to attempt an invasion 
of the Soviet Union. Hitler not only ignored his advice but sent Haus- 
hofer to a concentration camp. Today such geographical determinism 
would not find the wide audience it did in the 1920’s and 1930’s. With 
the coming of the atomic age, the “science” of geopolitics has largely 
disappeared from the scene. 

A second major element in a nation’s international power is usually 
considered to be its possession of natural resources. Yet though this 
factor is always significant it, too, is in itself by no means decisive. For 
it is not primarily the possession of raw materials that makes a nation 
powerful; it is above all the use that nation is able to make of the re- 
sources it has available. Though the Arab states of the Middle East, for 
example, have grown rich and been extensively courted because of their 
large oil deposits, they have not, by virtue of this fact, become powerful 
nations. 

What use a nation is able to make of the raw materials it possesses 
depends primarily on the extent of its economic and industrial develop- 
ment. T’o develop a powerful military establishment, nations today must 
first command an advanced technological base. How vital this require- 
ment may be can be seen from the examples of Germany, Italy, and 
Japan in World War II. In the possession of strategic raw materials, 
all three of these countries are relatively poor. Yet because of their 
highly developed industry and technology, they proved able to build 
military machines that almost succeeded in bringing about an Axis 
victory. That the power of the Allies triumphed in the end is largely 
attributable to the fact that the latter possessed both an abundance of 
essential raw materials and an advanced industrial apparatus. 

Since World War II a strong industrial economy has become even 
more important as a factor in the power of nations. This may be seen 
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in the degree to which both the United States and the Soviet Union 
are admired and envied by the smaller and economically less developed 
countries. The two super-powers have been fully aware of this and have 
capitalized on it by using foreign aid and technical assistance to influ- 
ence the nations in question. Though the “underdeveloped” states con- 
cerned have often felt ambivalent about the super-powers themselves, 
they have done their best to conduct themselves so as to induce the 
super-powers to give them the greatest possible amount of such aid and 
assistance. ‘To the extent that this pattern has occurred, the super- 
powers’ relative power position versus the rest of the world has, of course, 
grown. (For a detailed analysis of this subject, see Chapter 7.) 

It is possible that the gradual dispersion of atomic energy among most 
of the world’s nations will diminish the importance of industrialization 
as a power factor. The two super-powers have used atomic energy as an 
object of competition in the East-West struggle and have made it easier 
for some of their respective allies to produce nuclear weapons on their 
own. As a result, some nations are in the incongruous position of con- 
trolling the most sophisticated product of an advanced technology with- 
out having the supporting base of an industrial economy. A small nation 
equipped with atomic weapons might, through atomic blackmail, prove 
as powerful as one of the super-powers. Yet its advantage would be 
military only, and would be operative only as regards a one-shot nuclear 
war. It is probable that as conventional sources of energy are increas- 
ingly replaced by the hamessed energy of the atom, the economic and 
hence general power of nations with large uranium deposits will some- 
what increase. But unless such nations also possess the advanced tech- 
nology necessary to turn uranium into actual atomic energy, their 
initiative in the power struggle is likely to remain limited. 

The same point that has been noted in regard to geography and natural 
resources is also true of a third major element of national power, popula- 
tion. Once again, though a nation’s population is certain always to be 
important as a factor in its power, the actual extent of its significance 
depends on many other considerations as well. Though both very popu- 
lous, neither China nor India was in the past considered very powerful. 
Indeed, as the case of China illustrates, population is primarily potential 
power. As a result, it has been possible for nations with large populations 
to be weak, but impossible for nations without large populations to be 
powerful. Though the advent of atomic weapons may diminish the im- 
portance of manpower in warfare, the Korean War would seem to have 
shown that the foot soldier has by no means been superseded. In the 
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future as in the past, large populations are likely to remain an important 
military advantage. Hitler found it necessary to import slave labor from 
Eastern Europe to make up for manpower shortages in Germany. An 
armed conflict with a nation as populous as China would prove a strug- 
gle of the most overwhelming proportions. Even though it at the time 
had little else but its vast population, China was at the end of World 
War II accorded great-power status by the United Nations. 

Population becomes most important of all as a power factor when it 
is combined with industrialization. It is common knowledge that those 
countries now going through the process of industrialization are also the 
ones that are growing most rapidly in population. This fact, known as 
the “demographic transition,” significantly affects a nation’s power. In- 
dustrialization leads to an increase in population, which in turn may 
make possible further industrialization. As the case of China demon- 
strates once again, the potential power of population is actualized only 
when it is used, most profitably in the development of a modern indus- 
trial base which in turn makes possible a first-rate military establishment. 
In the view of many observers, once China succeeds in harnessing its 
immense population, it may in time become the most powerful nation 
on earth. 

On the other hand, it is well to remember that population is not in 
itself any guarantee of power. The will to commit the population in 
battle must be present. Hence, once again the impact of a national image 
may be decisive. India has great manpower resources, yet, judging by the 
image of herself that she projects upon the world, has been fairly reluc- 
tant to mobilize her population for military combat. Fascist Italy, on the 
other hand, with a relatively small population, was whipped into a fight- 
ing frenzy by Mussolini. On balance, even in the atomic age there is 
still a partial truth in the nineteenth-century dictum that “God is on 
the side of the biggest battalions’”—provided a nation has the will and 
the resources to mobilize them. 

A fourth element of national power whose effects it is difficult to 
assess concerns the nature of a country’s government. It is tempting to 
assume that a democratic form of government provides greater national 
strength than a dictatorship. Yet though the historical record does not 
invalidate this assumption, it certainly places it in question. The victory 
of Sparta over Athens is only one of many instances in which dictator- 
ship emerged triumphant. But any analysis of this issue must remain 
inconclusive. ‘There are simply too many imponderables involved to per- 
mit any easy conclusion. 
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It is generally assumed that a dictatorial government has its greatest 
advantages for national power in time of war, when centralized control, 
secrecy, and swiftness of execution are most important. Actually, the 
record does not support this conclusion. In wartime, most democracies 
have managed to fashion temporary “constitutional dictatorships” 
which quickly balanced the initial advantages of the aggressive dictator. 
Bnitain’s wartime cabinet and America’s reaction to Pearl Harbor are 
cases in point. Centralized control and self-discipline have usually been 
an effective counterpoise to secrecy and regimentation. 

Many observers point out that democracy has a great advantage be- 
cause it rests on the consent and voluntary support of the governed, 
whereas dictatorship requires coercion. While there is much truth in 
this oft-repeated assertion, it has been overdone. Modern totalitarianism 
has developed highly effective means of psychological indoctrination. 
Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy, the Soviet Union, and Communist China 
each developed a highly organized youth movement for this express 
purpose. In addition, “brainwashing’—a kind of psychoanalysis in re- 
verse—has been widely applied to “reactionary elements” in Communist 
China. These techniques, when coupled with the fact that modern total- 
itarianism deprives a population of standards of comparison in both time 
and space, have made possible the emergence of a new type of 
government: “totalitarianism with the consent of the governed.” At 
times, totalitarian governments do not have to create popular support 
through these methods. The Nazi dictatorship, for example, enjoyed 
the fanatical support of most of the German population before 1941. 
Hence, a broad base of popular support as a source of power is not a 
monopoly of the democracies. 

A dictatorship seems to have an advantage in the development of its 
industrial resources. Forced collectivization and industrialization of the 
Soviet and Communist Chinese varieties would be unthinkable in a 
democratic framework. In both countries there resulted a great increase 
in power status, albeit at the cost of millions of human lives. But the 
democracies have been more generously endowed with prosperous 
economies and this has been a balancing factor. It is probably not an 
accident that most modern dictatorships have tended to be “have-not” 
nations. A totalitarian nation with a wealthy economy might indeed have 
a decisive advantage. 

The total record is inconclusive. Perhaps the only democratic source 
of power which is denied to dictatorship is the fact that most people 
think that a democracy is inherently more powerful. Even the Soviet 
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Union and Communist China have found it necessary to camouflage 
totalitarian reality behind the democratic facade of a “people’s demo- 
cracy.” The Soviet Constitution of 1936 was hailed by Stalin as “the 
most democratic in the world.” In a world in which most of the nations 
of Africa, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia are uncommitted in the 
struggle between democracy and dictatorship, the image of democracy’s 
greater power might be decisive. In short, democracy exerts a magnetism 
and possesses a kind of mystique which dictatorship cannot muster. Yet 
we must remember that very few of these uncommitted nations have any 
tradition in democratic government. If, despite this handicap, the new 
nations should embrace democracy, such an act might in large measure 
depend upon their conviction that democracy is compatible with the 
dictates of power. 

It appears from the above that the objective or “capability” attributes 
of a nation’s power depend, above all, on the use which its government 
makes of such physical factors as geography, population, and natural 
wealth. In the hands of a resourceful government, democratic or total- 
itarian, geography is turned to strategic advantage, and population and 
natural resources become twin pillars of power—military preparedness 
and industrialization. But as we have stated at the outset, despite their 
great importance these objective bases of national power are by no means 
the whole story. Of no less importance for a nation’s power arsenal are 
its image of itself and, perhaps most crucial of all, the way it is viewed 
by other nations. To understand the latter dimension of power we must 
consider chiefly the factors of national character and morale, ideology, 
and national leadership. 

We have seen earlier that the concept of national character is highly 
elusive, and that it refers to something that is constantly changing. 
Its relevance to power does not lie so much in its objective existence, 
which is still disputed by many scholars, but in the persistence of stereo- 
types that are imputed by one nation to another. The instability of these 
stereotypes themselves denies the permanence of national character. Yet 
that they vitally affect a nation’s power nevertheless can be seen from 
the following situation. Before the United States had established any 
physical contact with Japan, the American image of the Japanese was 
that of a quaint, romantic, and picturesque society, almost rococo in its 
fragility. Hence when the Americans decided to “open” Japan to the 
West in the mid-nineteenth century, they simply sent Commodore Perry 
and a few warships to force the door. Actually, the Japan of 1850 was a 
rigidly stratified society that had been ruled for over two hundred years 
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by an authoritarian military clan, the Tokugawa. Under the Western 
impact, Japan modernized with astounding rapidity. 

For centuries, the Japanese image of China had been that of the great 
master. Japan’s written language, its art and literature—even its political 
institutions—had been copied from China, though they often had to be 
foisted onto the Japanese scene artificially. But between 1850 and 1900, 
the Japanese image of China swung to the other extreme, with the West 
now assuming the role of teacher and master. By 1915, Japan had only 
contempt for China and presented its former idol with the ““T'wenty-One 
Demands,” which would have turned China into a Japanese colony had 
the West not interceded. When in 1931 Japan invaded China, most 
Japanese militarists were convinced that China would crumble in a 
matter of weeks. By this time many Japanese regarded the Chinese as 
less than human. 

Americans’ image of Japan had also changed rapidly. The “sweet and 
doll-like” Japanese of Perry’s day had become “leering, bespectacled 
sadists” who raped and murdered innocent women and children. By the 
late 1930's, the Japanese image of the West, especially of the United 
States, became that of a decadent, corrupt, and spineless society which 
would disintegrate in the wake of a determined military attack. This 
distorted perception of America was matched by a Japanese self-image 
of absolute superiority and invincibility. In other words, a high national 
morale now became a major power factor. If the Japanese in 1941 had 
perceived themselves and the United States as they really were, there 
would have been no Pearl Harbor. It would have been obvious that Japan 
could not possibly win a war against the United States; that, in short, 
the objective fact of vastly superior capabilities was bound to overwhelm 
her. It was the power of an image that precipitated the Japanese attack. 
The incredible feats of little Japan during World War II cannot be 
explained in terms of its meager objective resources, but must be at- 
tributed above all to the existence of a self-image that was translated into 
superior national morale. This national morale became an immense store- 
house of power. A well-known student of Japan, Ruth Benedict, provides 
a fascinating illustration of this morale factor in her report of a Japanese 
radio broadcast describing the behavior of a Japanese pilot during the 
war: 


After the air battles were over, the Japanese planes returned to their base in 
small formations of three or four. A Captain was in one of the first planes 
to return. After alighting from his plane, he stood on the ground and gazed 
into the sky through binoculars. As his men returned, he counted. He looked 
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rather pale, but he was quite steady. After the last plane returned he made 
out a report and proceeded to Headquarters. At Headquarters he made his 
report to the Commanding Officer. As soon as he had finished his report, 
however, he suddenly dropped to the ground. The officers on the spot 
rushed to give assistance but alas! he was dead. On examining his body it was 
found that it was already cold, and he had a bullet wound in his chest, which 
had proved fatal. It is impossible for the body of a newly-dead person to be 
cold. Nevertheless the body of the dead Captain was as cold as ice. The 
Captain must have been dead long before, and it was his spirit that made 
the report. Such a miraculous feat must have been achieved by the strict 
sense of responsibility that the dead Captain possessed. 


To a non-Japanese, this story might seem like an outrageous yarn. But 
this writer himself heard the particular broadcast and was able to observe 
the reaction of Japanese military personnel in occupied Shanghai. The 
story was believed almost without exception. It was common knowledge 
that a disciplined spirit was master of the body, that indeed “a composed 
spirit could last a thousand years.”1° Why should it not be possible that 
the spirit of a man could outlive his body by a few hours if that man had 
made duty and responsibility to the Emperor the central tenets of his 
life? 

The roots of national character and national morale as sources of power 
are probably to be found in the culture, historical experience, and social 
structure of nations. Once again, the insights of the social psychologist 
and sociologist have relevance to the study of international relations. 
Empirical research has not advanced sufficiently to permit definite con- 
clusions in this vital area of study, but it has provided some important 
clues. And certainly the phenomena to be explained are remarkable 
indeed. The German social scene, for example, changed significantly 
between the two world wars. Is there any connection between these 
changes and the fact that Germany capitulated with relative ease in 
1918 but fought on fanatically in 1945? If so, what is that connection? 
What explains the Germans’ conviction in 1941 that they would dictate 
peace terms to Stalin in a matter of weeks? And what, on the other hand, 
accounted for the tremendous staying power of the Red Army? What 
made British morale during World War II the object of almost univer- 
sal admiration, whereas France collapsed within a few weeks? What 
made the United States gather its resources after Pearl Harbor in an iron 
determination to force the enemy into unconditional surrender? The 
answers to these questions must await further insights into the nature 
of national character. What is clear is that national character and morale 
provide tremendous reservoirs of power. 
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We have seen earlier that the very essence of nationalism is a nation’s 
image of a common past and a common future. Hence it goes without 
saying that nationalism vitally affects a nation’s power. Under certain 
conditions, moreover, the vision of a common future may become an 
ideology. ‘This occurs when a nation’s image of the future includes the 
notion of a dynamic evolution toward some universal utopia. Ideology 
has largely become the monopoly of totalitarian nations. Napoleon’s 
vision of universal empire was rationalized by the ideology of the French 
“mission civilisatrice.” The ultimate vision of Nazi Germany was the 
enthronement of the “Aryan race.” To accomplish this end, it became 
necessary for Germany to expand into ever wider areas of Lebensraum 
or “living space.” The Japanese “Co-Prosperity Sphere” was based on 
similar assumptions. ‘The Communists, in turn, have their own blueprint 
for the world, which predicts the growing influence of the Soviet Union 
and China. In all these cases, the nation is seen as the dynamic instru- 
ment for world-wide dominion. 

It would be too simple to assert, as does Morgenthau, that ideology is 

simply “a flattering unction” for the concealment of imperialist expan- 
sion: 
It is a characteristic aspect of all politics, domestic as well as international, 
that frequently its basic manifestations do not appear as what they actually 
are—manifestations of a struggle for power. Rather, the element of power as 
the immediate goal of the policy pursued is explained and justified in ethical, 
legal, or biological terms. That is to say: the true nature of the policy is con- 
cealed by ideological justifications and rationalizations. . . . 

Politicians have an ineradicable tendency to deceive themselves about 
what they are doing by referring to their policies not in terms of power but 
in terms of either ethical and legal principles or biological necessities. In 
other words, while all politics is necessarily pursuit of power, ideologies 
render involvement in that contest for power psychologically and morally 
acceptable to the actors and their audience.” 


Not only is it an exaggeration to claim that all politics is a pursuit of 
power, but the relationship between power and ideology is a much more 
complex and multifaceted one. In the first place, a widespread belief in 
the “truth” of an ideology may hasten its realization and thus become 
a power factor. For example, the ideological conviction of many Com- 
munists that the victory of Communism is ordained by history has added 
immensely to the power of the Soviet Union and Communist China. 
This faith in a metaphysical determinism has tended to inspire Com- 
munism with a self-image of invincibility. Second, ideology may assume 
an authority all its own, precisely because its adherents are convinced 
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of its metaphysical validity. Power, in the last analysis, must rest on the 
capacity of physical force. Authority, on the other hand, may attain 
similar compliance because it is accepted as legitimate or “true.” Ideology 
serves the peculiar function of “justifying power and transforming it into 
authority, thus diminishing the amount of power which must be applied 
to achieve compliance or to produce the desired effect.”17 Moreover, the 
image of an ideology’s ultimate universal ideal takes on a life of its own, 
which even an all-powerful dictator ignores only at his own peril. This 
inner dynamic has been well stated by one student of ideology: 


Since an important ingredient of the movement’s power is the element of 
explicit and proclaimed purpose which furthers its seizure of political power, 
the fulfillment of major portions of the ideologically stated objectives be- 
comes a necessity dictated by power, by the inner dynamic of the movement 
itself. It is therefore doubtful that Hitler could have survived without gradu- 
ally increasing the scope of the National-Socialist revolution in Germany, 
or that Stalin and his regime could have maintained the New Economic 
Policy without ultimately losing power. .. . 

A skeptical leader would run a serious risk of undermining his power if 
he were to allow himself to question the ideology. It is very doubtful that 
even Stalin could have done it."* 


The relationship between power and ideology seems, up to a point, 
to be one of mutual reinforcement. Commitment to an ideology creates 
an image of the future which is based on the confident expectation of 
victory. This confidence is a source of tremendous long-range power. 
The enhancement of power in turn necessitates the further development 
and refinement of ideology along ever more ambitious lines. Theoreti- 
cally, this mutual enhancement of ideology and power would end only 
in world domination. But if the reality lags too far behind the longed-for 
utopia, if the dichotomy between image and reality is too sharp, ideology 
begins to erode and lose its authority. It is for this reason that each Soviet 
Five-Year Plan has been “the final great effort’? which would make en- 
trance into the promised utopia a reality. As long as confrontation with 
reality does not uncover too great discrepancies, in short, as long as 
image and reality tend to converge, ideology remains a vast fountainhead 
of power. But the point of diminishing returns is usually reached when 
no further victories can be won and expansion is brought to a standstill. 

In former times, the peculiar character of ideology with its claims of 
expansion toward universal power was limited to religious movements. 
Modern ideology has become the psychological counterpart of messianic 
religion. Although its ultimate goals are secular rather than supernatural, 
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it has been able to command as much power as the most fanatical of re- 
ligious movements. The implications for international relations of the 
presence of competing ideologies have been well stated by Hans Morgen- 
thau: 


The claim to universality which inspires the moral code of one particular 
group is incompatible with the identical claim of another group; the world 
has room for only one, and the other must yield or be destroyed. Thus, carry- 
ing their idols before them, the nationalistic masses of our time meet in the 
international arena, each group convinced that it executes the mandate of 
history, that it does for humanity what it seems to do for itself, and that it 
fulfills a sacred mission ordained by Providence, however defined.!? 


Ideology as a source of power is largely a monopoly of totalitarianism. 
A democracy may have goals or ideals but not an ideology. Since the 
very essence of a democracy is the principle of the right of disagreement 
on substantive goals, such a nation lacks the fanaticism and uniformity 
that lend an ideology its coherence and drive. The citizens of the United 
States may disagree on America’s “national purpose.” A totalitarian 
society, on the other hand, has only one official ideology. ‘This does not 
mean, of course, that democracy has no resources to marshal against the 
aspirations of a universal ideology. As we have seen, it has other great 
sources of power. Besides, ideology is not only a source of power. It is 
the great overreacher of international relations. By definition, its goals 
arte boundless and its horizons of conquest unlimited. The time must 
come, as it always has, when the image of a universal ideology is thwarted 
by an unyielding reality—when power encounters concerted counter- 
power. Hence each ideology carries within itself the seed of its own 
destruction, the hubristic assumption that power can expand without 
limit. 

Finally, the quality of a nation’s leadership and the image which it 
projects upon the world are important sources of power. If leadership 
is defective, all other resources may be to no avail. No amount of man- 
power or industrial and military potential will make a nation powerful 
unless its leadership uses these resources with maximum effect on the 
international scene. If the tangible resources are the body of power, and 
the national character its soul, leadership is its brains. It alone can 
decide how to apply its nation’s resources. For example, the United 
States before World War II possessed virtually every single attribute of 
a powerful nation. But it played a relatively minor role in international 
relations because its leadership was committed to a policy of isolation. 
Hence as far as American power was concerned, the advantages of 
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geography, natural resources, industrial and military potential, and size 
and quality of population might as well not have existed at all, for 
though they did in fact exist, American leadership proceeded as if they 
did not.?° 

Leadership may build and save nations; it may also destroy them. The 
former capacity is symbolized in Winston Churchill’s immortal chal- 
lenge to the Nazis: “We shall fight on the beaches, we shall fight on the 
landing grounds, we shall fight in the fields and in the streets, we shall 
fight in the hills; we shall never surrender.” It would be difficult to under- 
stand the power of the young American republic without reference to 
the outstanding leadership of its early statesmen. What would Britain 
have been without Castlereagh, Disraeli, and Canning? France without 
Talleyrand? Czechoslovakia without Masaryk? On the other hand, 
leadership may provide the power for national extinction. The early 
triumphs of Nazi Germany were the product of Hitler’s mind. But the 
utter nihilism of the Third Reich and its final act of national suicide 
also grew out of Hitler’s leadership. As historians have demonstrated, 
Hitler cast an almost hypnotic spell over Germany long after the war 
was considered lost by most of his entourage. His will alone resulted in 
the prolongation of the war at the cost of millions of lives. The German 
image of the Fuehrer invested him with the power of life and death. 

Now that we have analyzed the anatomy of power, we may propose 
the following definition: power in international relations is the capacity 
of a nation to use its tangible and intangible resources in such a way as 
to affect the behavior of other nations. 


The Nature of Foreign Policy 


We have now examined the nation as the unit of action in international 
relations. We have seen that it consists of both imagery and objective 
attributes. We have also seen that power—the nation’s ability to affect 
the behavior of others—is more than the sum total of its attributes. It 
too consists of both image and reality. We yet have to see toward what 
goals this power is applied—in brief, the ends toward which a nation’s 
foreign policy is conducted. 

A-nation’s foreign policy is the expression of its national interest 
vis-a-vis other nations. To define foreign policy in this manner is, in a 
sense, to beg the question: What is the national interest? And merely to 
state that each nation provides its own definition is to underline the 
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obvious. Yet might it nevertheless be possible to discover some universal 
guiding principle that governs the foreign policies of all nations? In brief, 
is there any one goal that is shared universally in the nation-state system? 

One of the most challenging theories of international relations is that 
advanced by Morgenthau, who considers the central and universal goal 
of foreign policy to be power. Accordingly, it is always in terms of power 
that he views the national interest: 


The main signpost that helps political realism to find its way through the 
landscape of international politics is the concept of interest defined in terms 
of power. . . . We assume that statesmen think and act in terms of interest 
defined as power, and the evidence of history bears that assumption out... 7! 


In short, Morgenthau postulates that nations will tend to use their power 
in the quest for further power. Moreover, he rejects as unrealistic the 
proposition that the national interest may be defined in terms of abstract 
moral principle. Rather, in his view, the national interest becomes 
virtually identical with national security. Excessive preoccupation with 
questions of morality and law is condemned as “moralism” and “legal- 
ism.” These are out of place in the making of foreign policy: 


Intellectually, the political realist maintains the autonomy of the political 
sphere, as the economist, the lawyer, the moralist maintain theirs. He thinks 
in terms of interest defined as power, as the economist thinks in terms of 
interest defined as wealth; the lawyer, of the conformity of action with legal 
tules; the moralist, of the conformity of action with moral principles.” 


Morgenthau’s is a brilliant exposition of a single-factor analysis. But like 
all such efforts, it is a tour de force which simply does not stand up 
under critical scrutiny. In the first place, we have seen that the essence 
of power is relational, that it depends upon comparison to be meaningful. 
To define the national interest in terms of the maximization of power 
is to assume that the goals of all nations are competitive. This is incorrect 
on two counts, First, many nations are interested in enhancing the power 
and welfare of others, rather than in competing with them. And, more 
important, the goals of some nations are not competitive but are abso- 
lute, not being defined in relation to other states at all. It is true that 
most of the powerful nations are competitive and seek even greater 
power. But can this be said with equal validity of small nations like 
Switzerland or Ceylon? Neither of these can be said to define its national 
interest primarily in terms of power. Moreover, competitive goals may 
change into absolute ones in the same nation. Sweden, for example, was 
once a powerful nation with fiercely competitive goals. But in our time, 
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her goals are absolute and in essence unrelated to those of other nations. 
Hence the maximization of power is a major ingredient of the national 
interest, but not the only one. Nations have and always have had both 
competitive and absolute goals. 

The statement that power is a vital goal of most of the world’s power- 
ful nations does not solve our problem. We have seen that the anatomy 
of power is highly complex. It also is an oversimplification to assert, as 
Morgenthau does, that a nation’s foreign policy must be based either on 
national interest or on moral principle and should be based on the 
former. The two considerations are seldom if ever mutually exclusive. 
As W. 'T. R. Fox has aptly pointed out: 


Moral principle necessarily enters into any valid formulation of national 
interest which must itself reconcile the desirable and the possible. Against 
the view that there can be no compromise, I assert that there can be no es- 
cape from compromise. This is what makes politics a vocation only for the 
mature, for the responsible, for the man who does not despair when he dis- 
covers incommensurate values placed in such a juxtaposition that one or 
another has to be sacrificed.* 


Indeed, power and moral principle might be considered as two concentric 
circles. At times power is the larger and includes morality. This is true 
when a nation is powerful and can “afford” to act morally. But at other 
times, and this is equally important, morality may include power; that is, 
greater power may accrue to a nation from moral behavior. Or, conversely, 
a nation may lose a measure of its power through immoral behavior. For 
example, suppose the United States should break a promise to one of its 
allies in NATO, hence acting “immorally.” The ally might leave NATO 
and become neutralist. The United States would thereby lose a measure 
of power by ignoring moral principle. (The relationship between power 
and morality is discussed more fully in Chapter 8.) 

We see therefore that it is misleading to define the national interest 
in terms of any one concept. In fact, our definition of foreign policy as 
the formulation of the national interest is purely formal. To say, “Always 
follow the national interest!” is to devise a kind of categorical imperative. 
But, like Kant’s famous dictum “Always treat man as an end, never as 
a means,” the formula of the national interest is ambiguous and fre- 
quently not at all helpful when applied to a concrete situation. Simply 
to assert that it is identical with power is equally imprecise. Perhaps we 
can bring the concept of national interest into clearer focus by ascertain- 
ing the types of goals as well as the goals themselves which nations tend 
to pursue in international relations. 
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We have seen above a useful distinction between competitive and 
absolute goals. The pursuit of power, by definition, is a competitive goal. 
The pursuit of peace or order, on the other hand, may be defined as an 
absolute goal. Another useful distinction may be made between goals 
that are clearly defined and those that are diffuse. A clearly defined goal 
is shared by an entire nation or, at least, an overwhelming majority in 
that nation. Nazi Germany’s aim to annex Austria was such a case. But 
most of the time it is exceedingly difficult to abstract a national goal 
which is common to most members of a nation. For example, does the 
United States have a national interest which can be objectively deter- 
mined? Is the guideline of its foreign policy the maximization of power, 
the consolidation of economic prosperity, or the pursuit of peace? Or is 
it a combination of the three? Moreover, as one scholar has demon- 
strated, the foreign policy views of most Americans tend to fluctuate 
greatly and depend primarily on mood.*4 Sometimes diffuse goals may 
change in the direction of a more clearly defined policy. The foreign 
policy of France under the Fourth Republic was an example of extreme 
diffusion, but with the ascendancy of General De Gaulle to the Presi- 
dency, national goals were set forth with far greater clarity. A third dis- 
tinction may be drawn between a nation’s declaratory policy and its 
action policy. Often a nation’s stated goals are very different from its 
real intentions. The Soviet slogan of “peaceful coexistence” is a good 
example of declaratory policy. But it is quite possible that the Soviet 
leadership conceives of peaceful coexistence as merely a phase in the 
struggle for world domination. Finally, a foreign policy may be either 
static or dynamic. Some nations are interested in the preservation of the 
status quo in international relations, while others are equally eager for 
change. 

We may now attempt to make some general observations about the 
national interest. The goals of nations are subject to constant change. 
There is no single concept that explains the national interest. It is true 
that many nations use their power for the pursuit of greater power. This 
is especially true in the case of nations which are already powerful. But 
it is equally true that nations may employ their power in the pursuit of 
cooperation and international order. National goals may be competitive 
or absolute, clear or diffuse, overt or covert, static or dynamic. Beyond 
this it would be hazardous to generalize. 

In a sense, the study of international relations is a study of the inter- 
play of the foreign policies (or of the national interests) of nations. But 
while the architect of foreign policy tends to regard the world from 
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the vantage point of his own nation, the student of international rela- 
tions must look at the world in the round. As we have seen, the uses of 
national power are manifold. But two dominant themes stand out from 
the mosaic of international relations in our time: the struggle for power 
and the struggle for order. We must now address ourselves to their ex- 
position and analysis. 
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¥ - The East-West 
Struggle 


There are at the present time two great 
nations in the world, which started from 
different points, but seem to tend toward 
the same end. I allude to the Russians 
and the Americans. . . . Their starting- 
point is different and their courses are not 
the same; yet each of them seems marked 
out by the will of Heaven to sway the 
destinies of half the globe. 


ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE 
Democracy in America, 1835 


The Roots of the East-West Struggle 


The East-West struggle hovers over us all like a “brooding omnipresence 
in the sky.” It has become so much a part of our daily lives that we have 
virtually come to accept it as an axiom of international relations. While 
its presence and fearful implications are obvious to all, its causes are far 
from simple. It is to these that we must first address ourselves. 

It is tempting to explain the genesis of the East-West struggle 
purely in terms of the expansionary zeal of Communist ideology. 
Indeed, a fairly good case can be made for such a position. Marxism, with 
its prediction that the “expropriated” would expropriate the “expropria- 
tors” on an international scale, envisaged world revolution as its ultimate 
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goal. Leninism fashioned a network of Communist parties—the Com- 
intern—to “give history a push” and hasten the day of Communist 
victory. This inherent aggressiveness of the Communist ideology, emanat- 
ing from the Soviet Union as its citadel and directing center, elicited 
protective countermeasures in the West. These, in turn, generated sus- 
picions of “capitalist encirclement” in the Soviet Union. Suspicion begot 
countersuspicion, gradually drawing East and West into a vicious circle. 
And thus the East-West struggle was launched. 

A moment’s reflection shows that this description of the “cold war,” 
though tempting, is all too simple. It does not explain the fact that the 
Soviet Union on many occasions pushed forward its frontiers for reasons 
other than ideology. For example, it could hardly be said that the absorp- 
tion of part of Poland and of the Baltic states in the wake of the Nazi- 
Soviet Pact of 1939 was the result of Communist ideology. Nor could it 
be assumed without question that the extension of American influence in 
Europe and Asia during World War II was purely a countermove to 
Communist expansion. Even a cursory inspection suggests that the East- 
West struggle may have some of its roots in geographic, historical, or 
cultural factors. This is not to say that ideology is not important. But 
the first and crucial question which we must ask is how much of the East- 
West struggle is rooted in the expansionary zeal of Communist ideology? 

As one careful scholar of Soviet foreign policy has pointed out, it is a 
striking fact that Russian expansion can often be explained without 
reference to Marxist-Leninist ideological factors. For example, 


In the Second World War the Soviets could scarcely have permitted their 
Anglo-American partners to extend Western influence into all sections of 
the power vacuum created by the Axis defeat. American expansion in both 
Europe and Asia has often been hesitant and reluctant. Nevertheless, the 
war ended with an American general in Berlin and another in Tokyo. This 
the Soviets could hardly afford to neglect. 


It is, of course, impossible to determine the exact contribution of Com- 
munist ideology to Soviet expansion. But a perusal of Soviet foreign 
policy suggests that ideology alone did not prompt the Soviet Union to 
join or to break any alliance that it would not have joined or broken on 
the grounds of national interest. There are indications, however, that 
ideology in some cases retarded the shift or speeded up the change. 
Certainly, Marxism compounded the difficulties besetting the Grand 
Alliance during World War II and contributed to its disintegration. 
Lenin’s strategy of Communist Party infiltration, put to work so effec- 
tively in Eastern Europe following World War II, no doubt hastened 
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the coming of the cold war. This “residual” quality of ideology has had 
one very important result: 


. . the Marxist-Leninist tradition has made it very difficult to reach a 
modus vivendi with the Soviets, which the Americans have been genuinely 
anxious to do. A belief in the inherently aggressive tendencies of modern 
capitalism obviously excludes any agreement except an armed truce of un- 
determined duration. Likewise, the acceptance of the Leninist theory makes 
it almost impossible to believe in the friendly intentions of American leaders.? 


Hence, the Soviet perception of the West is to some degree, at least, 
colored by the lenses of ideology. And to the extent that this has been 
the case, the Soviet Union has, in effect, been struggling not so much 
with the West itself as with its ideologically conditioned image of the 
West. 

More broadly, ideology has lent a Jekyll-and-Hyde quality to Soviet 
behavior vis-a-vis the West. In one sense, the Soviet Union had de- 
emphasized ideology and has acted as a nation among nations: it has 
made and broken alliances with Western nations; it has used diplomacy 
as an instrument of its national policy; and it has participated in the 
League of Nations and the United Nations. But on another level, the 
Soviet Union has always considered itself as the citadel of a revolutionary 
ideology destined ultimately to dominate the world. Thus, while ideology 
cannot be considered the cause of Soviet expansion and, hence, of the 
East-West struggle, it is clearly one very important cause. 

There are other possible explanations for Soviet expansion that deserve 
analysis. First, it is often asserted that authoritarian states, by the very 
nature of their being, have need of an external enemy in order to deflect 
the frustrations of the population from the government to an external 
scapegoat. While there is some psychological truth in this claim, it 
cannot be carried too far. Authoritarian Sparta, for example, had no more 
expansionary zeal than its “democratic” counterpart, Athens. Nor did 
authoritarian Japan attack the United States in the nineteenth century; 
it was democratic America that forced open the door of Japan. We 
cannot demonstrate empirically that authoritarian regimes are by neces- 
sity more aggressive than democracies. Nor can the oft-asserted claim be 
validated that a good part of Soviet expansion is due to a power drive in 
the leading personalities of the Soviet leadership. Another explanation is 
sometimes sought in historical and geographic factors. ‘Thus, some 
scholars maintain that Soviet expansion is merely a continuation of 
Tsarist aggrandizement and that certain Soviet territorial claims have 
their roots in the historical Russian strategic interest in warm-water ports. 
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While it may well be that Soviet leadership derives some of its inspira- 
tion from the expansionist dreams of Tsarism, it is important to bear 
in mind that though history can teach by analogy, it never repeats itself 
exactly. The roots of Soviet expansionism must therefore equally be 
sought in what the men in the Kremlin believe to be the needs and 
opportunities of their country’s contemporary situation. There is no 
doubt, for example, that economic factors enter into the picture. The 
Soviet absorption of most of Eastern Europe in the wake of World War 
II is generaly agreed to have been dictated in some measure at least by 
very conscious economic considerations. 

In sum, then, Soviet expansion cannot be explained in terms of any 
single-factor analysis. Its roots must be seen in a syndrome of forces 
among which are ideological and economic considerations, as well as 
factors of historical and geographic continuity. It is quite possible, 
although this cannot be demonstrated, that ideology constitutes the most 
important single element in this syndrome. 

The temptation to explain American world strategy during and after 
World War II purely in terms of countermoves to Soviet expansionism 
is almost as great as the temptation to explain the latter exclusively in 
terms of Marxist-Leninist ideology. Yet here again we must beware of 
the pitfall of the single-factor analysis. No doubt there is much truth in 
such an interpretation of American policies, but it explains only part of 
the picture. Over a century before the cold war developed, the great De 
Tocqueville predicted its coming. Indeed, as one scholar has pointed out: 


Well before 1945 the map of the world suggested the primacy of America 
and of Russia. Already by 1850 the United States formed one of the greatest 
land empires of the globe, stretching from the Atlantic to the Pacific and 
from the Canadian frontier to the Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean Sea; 
already by 1800 the Russian Empire, stretching from Manchuria to Warsaw, 
covered over one-sixth of the entire land of our globe. Already by 1850 there 
were as many Russians as there were Frenchmen and Englishmen and Ger- 
mans; already by 1890 there were more Americans than Frenchmen and 
Englishmen together; already by 1900 the United States produced more 
steel than any other country in the world; already during the First World 
War the financial wealth of the world shifted to America. Well before 1945 
the United States and Russia were becoming the two largest Empires in the 
history of mankind.® 


It is true that the United States had liquidated many of its possessions by 
the end of World War II. By 1946 the Philippines were given their 
independence and the remaining American possessions were being 
steadily prepared for self-government or statehood. On the other hand, 
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it is quite clear that World War II had broadened the United States’ 
perception of its strategic interests. Soon after hostilities had ended in 
Europe, the entire North Atlantic, from the Azores to Iceland and 
Greenland, had come within the sphere of American influence. And as a 
result of the occupation of Japan, the Pacific was transformed into what 
was virtually an American strategic lake. Indeed, World War II had 
created several power vacuums which the United States had decided to 
fill long before the cold war actually crystallized. 

Hence, American expansion, too, must be seen in terms of a syndrome. 
Reaction to Soviet expansionism, while very important, is not the only 
factor in the picture. The analysis must also include such factors as a 
broadened conception of the American national interest, changing 
strategic goals and objectives, and economic considerations. 

The East-West struggle, then, has multiple roots. Among these, 
Communist ideology and the American reaction to it are probably the 
most important. But, as we have seen, they must be weighed in conjunc- 
tion with a number of others. Now that the two super-powers are caught 
in their circular predicament, “it is futile to argue which contestant has 
aggressive intentions and which has peaceable aims, since each move in 
the struggle calls out its countermove from the opponent.”* A more 
useful function is served by analyzing the actual dynamics of the East- 
West struggle in our time. 


The Dynamics of the East-West Struggle 


PHASE ONE: THE COMINTERN AND THE WEST, 1917-1949 


When the Soviet Union emerged from the Bolshevik Revolution of 
1917 it was largely guided in its relations with the West by the tenets of 
Marxism-Leninism. Indeed, Lenin proclaimed a complete divorce from 
the past. The new Soviet Union was to be a revolutionary society that 
would spread the Communist idea to other lands, beginning with the 
highly industrialized nations of the West. The first three years of the 
new state’s existence, known as the period of War Communism, were a 
time of great ferment. Though engaged in a murderous civil war, the 
Soviet Union embarked on a program of ambitious experimentation in 
virtually every field of human endeavor. The Communist Party assumed 
complete control of all political activity; the Komsomol (Soviet Youth 
Movement) was organized; industry was nationalized; atheism became 
official dogma; marriage was regarded as unnecessary; and education was 
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completely reoriented. In its relations with the Western powers, the 
new Soviet government repudiated most of the debts contracted by its 
predecessor. It announced that within a short time the revolutionary tidal 
wave of Communism would engulf the West as well. According to the 
Soviet leaders, there were omens and portents to justify this prediction: 
some of the Western nations, especially England and Germany, had 
reached the point of “capitalist concentration,” a reliable signal of im- 
pending doom. Moreover, Lenin was confident that the struggle of these 
nations for colonies in World War I was a final and desperate maneuver 
to prevent their imminent collapse. To hasten this process, Lenin in- 
structed the Comintern, which over a period of fifteen years had been 
built into a formidable revolutionary instrument, to concentrate its 
activity on Germany and England. This network of Communist parties 
was controlled unequivocally though clandestinely by the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union. Lenin’s tenet of unquestioning obedience to 
the leadership of the Soviet Union was its governing organizational 
principle. 

The West’s reaction was a mixture of awe and terror. Many Western 
intellectuals were sincerely attracted by the bold new Soviet experiment. 
But the vast majority among the peoples of Western Europe and the 
United States recoiled from the “Red Terror.” In the United States, 
stringent security measures were taken; under Attorney-General J. Mitch- 
ell Palmer, thousands of arrests and deportations for alleged Com- 
munist subversion were made. The Western nations broke off all 
diplomatic relations with the new Soviet government and intervened in 
the civil war on the side of the Tsarist generals. In 1918, the Soviet 
Union stood alone, fighting a battle for survival at home and treated as 
a pariah abroad. 

By 1920 the Soviet government faced imminent catastrophe. Not only 
had the Comintern failed in its international revolutionary efforts—save 
for brief Communist interludes in Bavaria and Hungary—but the Soviet 
Union itself was in desperate straits. Nationalization did not prove to be 
a magic formula for a country whose resources had been sapped by a 
destructive civil war, nor was a thorough knowledge of Marxism a sub- 
stitute for technical competence in the factory and on the farm. The 
withdrawal of foreign investments and credits left the Soviet Union 
economically ostracized and on the verge of bankruptcy. Lenin was faced 
with a difficult dilemma: to continue the pursuit of world revolution 
would almost certainly lead to the destruction of the Soviet Union itself; 
on the other hand, to save the Soviet Union from the specter of bank- 
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ruptcy would mean the betrayal of the revolutionary ideal. Lenin, shrewd 
pragmatist that he was, took a middle course. He announced the formula 
of “One step backward in order to take two steps forward.” The answer 
was to be found in the postponement of world revolution, not its aban- 
donment. The struggle against the West would simply be pursued by 
other means. Lenin announced the New Economic Policy. Under this 
directive the Soviet government made an about-face in both domestic 
and foreign affairs. Almost all industry was denationalized, Pravda cele- 
brated Soviet millionaires, social mores were tightened once again, and 
foreign investors were reinvited to the Soviet Union. Lenin instructed 
the Comintern to camouflage its tactics and adopt a policy of United 
Front with other leftist political parties in national parliaments, The 
Soviet Union concluded its first treaty in 1922—with Germany at Rapallo 
—and expressed interest in entering nonaggression pacts with France 
and Czechoslovakia. It seemed as if the Soviet Union had taken its place 
among the nations of the world community. 

The Western world greeted the New Economic Policy with tremen- 
dous relief. Most Western observers concluded that the storm and stress 
period was over and that the Soviet Union had come of age. It now 
seemed that the “Red Terror” had been but a passing phase and that the 
Soviet Union had abandoned its struggle against the West. ‘This impres- 
sion was strengthened when Lenin died in 1924 and a bitter struggle for 
the succession left the Politbureau little time or energy for the business 
of world revolution. Besides, both the Soviet Union and the West be- 
came increasingly apprehensive about the new threat of a remilitarized 
and aggressive Germany that loomed ever larger as the 1920’s passed. ‘The 
German Communist Party, one of the most powerful in the Comintern 
network, found itself without effective leadership at a time when it was 
embattled with the National Socialist Party for the control of Germany. 
The German population, harassed by the aftermath of a lost war and 
tormented by a galloping inflation, was ready to vote for political ex- 
tremism of either Left or Right. The Nazi Party attacked the Commu- 
nists as agents of a foreign power and pointed to itself as the party of true 
patriots. The Communist tactic of the United Front proved unavailing 
and in 1933 the Nazi Party assumed complete control of Germany. 

The United Front technique proved equally unsuccessful in England 
—the second Western nation on the revolutionary timetable—when the 
British Communist Party attempted to use a depression in the coal in- 
dustry to bring England into the Communist orbit. Instead, a Liberal- 
Labour coalition took power. Thus, ten years after the foundation of the 
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Soviet Union, neither the direct subversion of the early years nor the 
United Front of the 1920’s was able to demonstrate any territorial gains 
for the cause of world revolution. 

Stalin’s accession to power in 1928 ushered in a period of complete 
transformation in Soviet domestic affairs. The New Economic Policy 
was abruptly terminated. In its place, a rigorous Five-Year Plan was an- 
nounced, mobilizing the industrial and agricultural resources of the 
nation in order to build “socialism in one country.” Stalin saw no incon- 
sistency between this present emphasis on national power and the future 
goal of world revolution. The more powerful the Soviet Union was as a 
national state, he maintained, the better equipped it would be to export 
its revolutionary ideology later. But to accomplish “socialism in one 
country” during the 1930’s, the complexion of the Soviet state underwent 
profound changes. Industry was nationalized once again and agriculture 
was forcibly collectivized in a ruthless campaign. The Communist Party 
changed from a group of ideologues to a group of production experts; 
ability to overfulfill the Plan rather than a knowledge of Marxism-Lenin- 
ism became the criterion of Party membership. The Party itself became 
an elite. Equality of pay was denounced as a “bourgeois superstition’’; 
“Stakhanovites,” or shock workers, were given higher wages and bonuses. 
In short, Stalin used Western capitalist methods to overcome the West. 
The goal was clear: 


To slacken the tempo of industrial growth in the Soviet Union would mean 
to fall behind. And those who fall behind get beaten. But we refuse to be 
beaten! One feature of the history of old Russia was the continual beatings 
she suffered for falling behind, for her backwardness. She was beaten by the 
Mongol khans. She was beaten by the Turkish beys. She was beaten by the 
Polish gentry. She was beaten by the British and French capitalists. All beat 
her—for her backwardness. Lenin said during the October Revolution: 
“Either perish—or overtake and outstrip the capitalist countries; either we 
do it—or they crush us.’® 


In foreign affairs, Stalin continued the policy of the United Front. 
A growing fear of Nazi Germany prompted him to de-emphasize Com- 
munist subversion of the Western countries. In 1936 he promulgated the 
so-called Stalin Constitution, which he proclaimed as the world’s most 
democratic. The Soviet Union joined the League of Nations and its 
representative, Maxim Litvinov, proclaimed the U.S.S.R.’s adherence to 
the principles of collective security. The early 1930’s was a fairly inactive 
period for the Comintern. One attempt at revolutionary coup—in France 
—was foiled by the French government. The growing fear of Nazism 
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coupled with the opportunity of at last delivering one country into the 
orbit of the Soviet Union prompted Soviet intervention in the Spanish 
Civil War during the late 1930’s. When Nazi intervention on the side 
of General Franco seemed to assure the latter’s victory, Stalin decided to 
aid the Loyalists to redress the balance. But, in the midst of the Spanish 
war, the Great Purges took place in the Soviet Union. These cost the 
lives of many of the country’s top military leaders. The Comintern, like 
every other Soviet power structure, was deeply affected by this gigantic 
bloodletting. It took its toll also in Spain and, coupled with the neutrality 
of the Western powers in the Spanish Civil War, gave victory to Franco 
by defaut. The Comintern had failed once again. 

By 1938, Stalin felt increasingly insecure in his temporary alliance with 
the West. He may even have suspected that the West aimed at encourag- 
ing Hitler to strike to the East to promote a death struggle between the 
Soviet Union and Germany. At any rate, the Western fiasco at Munich 
confirmed the Soviet leader in his suspicion that an alliance with Hitler, 
who had just absorbed Austria and was rapidly gaining strength, would 
yield greater advantages. Stalin calculated that a pact with Hitler would 
safeguard the Nazi dictator’s Eastern flank and thus give him the green 
light to launch an offensive against the West. Since, in Stalin’s view, 
Nazi Germany and the West were approximately equal in strength, a 
mutually exhausting war would ensue that would give the Soviet Union 
an opportunity to grow stronger in peace and ultimately to absorb both 
adversaries. Besides, Stalin reasoned, a pact with Hitler would buy time 
and since the Great Purges had seriously weakened the Soviet military 
machine, time was most necessary. Moreover, the Soviet Union would at 
last be able to make some territorial gains: part of Poland and the three 
Baltic states of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia. ‘Thus, in 1939, a strange 
alliance took shape between two incompatible dictators, and Marxism- 
Leninism was sacrificed on the altar of Machiavelli. As it turned out, 
Stalin’s hopes were premised on a great miscalculation: it took Hitler not 
years but weeks to conquer most of Western Europe. By 1940, therefore, 
Stalin was dismayed to see himself confronted with a Nazi colossus pre- 
paring to break an alliance that had outlived its usefulness. Moreover, 
the ill-fated pact with Hitler had cost the Comintern many loyal fol- 
lowers who had been unable to accept the new dictum that the Nazis 
were to be the allies of the Soviet Union. 

On June 22, 1941, Nazi troops crossed the Soviet border. Hitler vowed 
to dictate peace terms from the Kremlin within six weeks. As the Nazi 
forces advanced deep into Soviet territory, Soviet foreign policy became 
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one desperate cry to the Western powers for help. The Allies responded 
with lend-lease supplies in late 1941, but refused to open an immediate 
second front in Europe. As a condition for further help, they insisted on 
the dissolution of the Comintern, since they thought it illogical to buoy 
up a government whose policy it was to subvert them. Accordingly, 
in 1943, the Comintern was dissolved. 

Perhaps the greatest paradox of this phase of the East-West struggle is 
the fact that the Comintern was most successful at a time when the 
Soviet Union had reached is lowest ebb. The Communists, who had been 
suspect in the United Fronts of the 1920’s and 1930's, were now wel- 
comed. Their ruthless methods, which were formerly so feared, now 
proved a valuable asset in the common resistance against the Nazis. 
Communist Party membership swelled again all over Western Europe. 
As the Red Army pursued the retreating Wehrmacht after the victory at 
Stalingrad, plans were laid for the absorption of liberated territories into 
the Soviet orbit. During the last two years of the war, preparations were 
worked out for the satellization of eight Eastern European countries. In 
carrying out this objective, the Soviet Union generally operated in three 
stages: first, a genuine anti-Nazi resistance coalition was to be formed 
with existing socialist and peasant parties; second, the Communist 
Party would attempt to split the opposition parties by exploiting regional 
and ethnic jealousies, thereby transforming the coalition into a bogus 
alliance controlled by the Communist Party; and finally, a coup d'état 
would establish complete Soviet control. 

While the Soviet Union was thus preparing to take over most of 
Eastern Europe, American and Russian armies met in the heart of 
Europe, near the German town of Torgau, in April 1945. This event 
was the prelude to the division of Germany and most of Europe into 
American and Russian spheres of influence. Soon after, the first open 
misunderstanding arose and the “cold war” began to take shape. While 
the West had lowered its guard, the Soviet Union. satellized seven 
Eastern European countries whose absorption had been prepared during 
the last years of the war: Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, East Ger- 
many, Yugoslavia, and Rumania. In March 1946, Winston Churchill 
visited the United States and delivered his famous “Iron Curtain” speech 
in which he warned the West of Soviet intentions. During the following 
year, the United States took two specific steps to counter the Soviet 
challenge. In March 1947, through the Truman Doctrine, the United 
States took over from Britain the responsibility of protecting Greece and 
Turkey from Communism. In June 1947 General George Marshall pro- 
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posed the outline of a vast European Recovery Program at a commence- 
ment address at Harvard University. The aim of the Marshall Plan was 
the ultimate restoration of the economies of Europe through American 
aid. This aid was also offered to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, 
but Stalin refused to accept it. Relations between the Soviet Union 
and the United States now deteriorated rapidly. The four-power negotia- 
tions over a German peace settlement bogged down and a tougher 
American policy was adumbrated by George Kennan writing under the 
pseudonym “Mr. X” in the journal Foreign Affairs. Indeed, this policy 
of “containment” was soon to become the official American posture. 
In February 1948 the Soviet Union electrified the West by absorbing the 
eighth Eastern European country, Czechoslovakia, into the Communist 
orbit. In this case, all three Soviet techniques of subversion described 
above were employed successfully. 

In the United States and Western Europe, the Communist coup in 
Czechoslovakia came as a most painful shock. Under its two great leaders, 
Thomas G, Masaryk and Eduard Bene’, Czechoslovakia had during the 
1920's and 1930’s become the only really well-established and sophisti- 
cated democracy in Eastern Europe. Moreover, the country had been 
woven into the Western political community through defense alliances 
with Britain and France and had received a guarantee from the Soviet 
Union for help against the Nazi threat provided that Britain and France 
would fill their obligations. From the Czechoslovak point of view, how- 
ever, the Munich Conference of 1938, resulting in the subsequent absorp- 
tion of the country by Nazi Germany, signified a complete betrayal by 
the Western powers of their treaty obligations. This “Munich hangover” 
played an important role in the Soviet success. ‘The eastward orientation 
of Czechoslovakia was given further impetus by the fact that the Red 
Army was permitted to liberate most of Czechoslovakia, including the 
capital, Prague, in 1945. Communist Party membership at the conclusion 
of World War II was substantial. The Party was instructed to exploit 
the regional jealousies between the Bohemians and the Slovaks. Capital- 
izing on its anti-Nazi record, the Communist Party now claimed control 
of the Ministry of the Interior. By 1947 the vote for the Communist 
Party exceeded 4o per cent of the population and the Red Amy sur- 
rounded four-fifths of the Republic. At this juncture, the United States 
offered economic aid to Czechoslovakia under the Marshall Plan, which 
President Bene’ was eager to accept. Stalin informed the Czechoslovak 
government that he would take a grave view of Czech acceptance of 
American aid. When, after an agonizing debate, the Czechoslovak 
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government decided to decline the American offer, the Soviet Union 
knew that the Czech ship of state was foundering and was no longer an 
independent entity. In February 1948 Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister 
Valerian Zorin arrived in Prague, ostensibly to supervise the delivery of 
Soviet wheat. During the next few days the Communists completed the 
take-over through a coup d’état. 

The success of the Communist coup in Czechoslovakia galvanized the 
West into action. Twelve Western nations, under the leadership of the 
United States, formed the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO), a regional defense alliance for the purpose of containing Soviet 
expansion. For the United States, membership in a peacetime alliance 
was a drastic reversal of foreign policy. The fear of the Soviet Union and 
her newly acquired satellites now dominated political thinking in all of 
the Western nations. The fact that the Comintern was reconstituted by 
1947 in Warsaw—although under the innocuous-sounding title of Com- 
munist Information Bureau, or Cominform—was widely interpreted in 
the West as a sign pointing to renewed Soviet emphasis on the goal of 
world revolution. The West now determined to stand fast. 

The showdown came in Germany. In Berlin, the former capital, the 
cold war reached a point of rigidification. It will be remembered that, in 
1945, Germany had been occupied by the four major victorious powers, 
the United States, Britain, France, and the Soviet Union. The Yalta and 
Potsdam Agreements of 1945 had divided Germany into four zones, three 
Western and one Soviet. Berlin, the former capital, was situated in the 
Soviet zone but was itself divided into four sectors. Under the Agree- 
ments, none of the Occupation Powers was to have the right to change 
the status quo without the consent of the others. In 1948, however, 
shortly after the absorption of Czechoslovakia, Stalin began to put 
pressure on the Western garrisons in Berlin. The Soviet administration 
suspended all communications between West Berlin and the Western 
zones of Germany. The object of this blockade was to turn West Berlin 
into an island and to starve it into submission. The American response 
was the famous Berlin Air Lift, which effectively countered the Soviet 
move by supplying the population of West Berlin from the air. In May 
1949 the blockade was lifted. 

By this time, the division of Germany as a whole had begun to be 
accepted as a long-time condition. Both super-powers attempted to ab- 
sorb their zones of occupation into their respective orbits. The three 
Western zones emerged as the Federal Republic of Germany, with its 
capital at Bonn, and the Eastern zone was turned into a Soviet satellite. 
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The vast majority of the German people, however, desired the reunifica- 
tion of their country. 

The Western condition of German reunification was, in essence, a free 
election to be held in all of Germany. This was unacceptable to the 
Soviet Union because both East Berlin and West Berlin would probably 
opt for the West and thus remove the city from Soviet influence. More- 
over, the population of all of Germany would probably prefer the West. 
Such a development would bring Germany within the Western orbit 
and extend Western influence to the Czech and Polish borders, thereby 
threatening Soviet control in Eastern Europe. The Soviet demand in 
return for granting German reunification was the neutralization of 
Germany and Western withdrawal from Berlin. These conditions seemed 
unacceptable to most Western statesmen. It was felt that the East Ger- 
man Communist government would then be in a position to absorb 
West Berlin through a process of strangulation. Moreover, the United 
States alleged that German neutrality would play into the hands of the 
Soviet Union, since American troops would withdraw across the Atlantic 
while the Red Army could be based in Eastern Europe and thus return 
at any moment to fill the power vacuum. Perhaps most important, the 
West feared that meeting the Soviet conditions would convince the 
Eastern European satellites that they had been abandoned by the West 
and, hence, cause them to settle in the Soviet orbit for good. 

The deadlock over Germany ended the first phase of the East-West 
struggle, which till then had still been characterized by large areas of 
maneuverability. It ushered in a period of increasing rigidity, in which 
each super-power stipulated conditions that were unacceptable to the 
other. This sort of relationship—mutually exclusive positions short of 
actual physical conflict—was to characterize the East-West struggle 
from then on. 

At the very time that the Soviet Union encountered stiffened West- 
em resistance in Berlin, the Soviet orbit also began to undergo internal 
changes with great significance for the East-West struggle. Indeed, the 
Czech coup was the last major Communist action in which Moscow 
was the absolute master of Communism. For thirty years, Moscow’s 
orders had been executed without question by Communist parties every- 
where. This relationship was now subjected to profound changes. In 1948, 
for the first time in Communist history, another Communist Party defied 
Moscow’s authority: the Yugoslav Party under the leadership of Tito. 
Tito had always been a loyal Communist; he and his fellow partisans 
had distinguished themselves in guerrilla warfare against the Nazis, 
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whom they had fought bravely and relentlessly. Stalin, however, let 
it be known that the Soviet Army had driven the Germans from Yugo- 
slavia while the partisans had just engaged in mopping-up operations. 
Though Tito took a dim view of this version of events in Yugoslavia, 
the episode no doubt would have passed without major repercussions 
if Stalin had permitted the fulfillment of Tito’s fond dream of organ- 
izing a Balkan Federation. It was Tito’s desire to form an empire within 
an empire, with Yugoslavia exercising its rule over Albania and Bulgaria. 
Stalin not only scotched this ambition but proceeded to rebuke Tito for 
the slow advance toward collectivization in Yugoslavia. When Tito de- 
fended himself by pointing out the difficult conditions he had to face 
in coping with the local peasantry, Stalin threatened to send to Yugo- 
slavia Soviet Communist inspectors who were to be paid out of Yugoslav 
funds. Tito interpreted this as an attack upon his control of the Yugoslav 
Communist Party and refused to follow orders. Stalin thereupon ex- 
pelled Tito from the Cominform.* By this act of excommunication 
Stalin fully expected to end Tito’s political revolt—and probably his life 
as well. But there was to be no walk to Canossa. Instead, the West im- 
mediately offered assistance to Tito’s government and Stalin decided 
not to crush the defector by force. Tito, though continuing to identify 
himself as a Communist, thenceforth refused to submit to Cominform 
authority. He remained suspended precariously between East and West. 
Later during the same year, the Chinese Communist Party came to 
power on the mainland of China. As we shall see in Chapter 5, this 
Party had been ruggedly independent of Moscow’s control from its very 
beginnings. With its formula for the organization of Communism on a 
peasant, rather than an urban, industrial basis, it had come to power to 
the surprise of both the West and the Soviet Union. Though describing 
himself as a Communist, Mao Tse-tung, the political leader of the new 
China had, in effect, developed an ideology sharply at variance with the 
orthodox, Moscow-directed Communist creed. What this of course 
meant for Stalin was that shortly after the Yugoslav fiasco, he found 
himself confronted with a second and similar dilemma: should he insist 
on the ideological conformity of Mao Tse-tung and thereby risk the de- 
fection of China from the Communist orbit? Or should he recognize the 
ideological deviation of the Chinese leader and thereby encourage the 
development of Peiping as an independent Communist power center? 
Stalin chose the latter course and in late 1949 the Soviet Union extended 
recognition to the new Communist government in China. 
The Yugoslav defection and the developments in China ended Mos- 
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cow's unquestioned authority within the Communist orbit. By 1949 
there were three centers of Communism: Moscow, Belgrade, and Peiping. 
In Communism’s struggle against the West, this internal transformation 
signified both a strength and a weakness. It portended a greater threat 
to the West because increased ideological flexibility could be expected 
to inject new life into a credo threatened by petrification. On the other 
hand, after 1949 the Cominform was no longer able to count on the 
blind obedience of its membership, which had guaranteed it such swift- 
ness of political action in the past. 

In evaluating this first phase of the East-West struggle, we can come 
up with at least two interesting observations. The first. concerns the 
striking number of blunders committed by the Comintern during the 
1920’s and 1930’s. Indeed, it did not achieve its first successes until during 
and immediately after World War II. Nevertheless, the Western view 
of the Comintern during the inter-war decades for the most part re- 
mained that of an implacable foe, a kind of consummate chess master 
impervious to the mistakes of ordinary men. Many acts of the Comintern 
were seen in the West as carefully worked out and long-planned strata- 
gems and many of its errors were interpreted as strategic retreats accord- 
ing to plan. 

What were the reasons for this collective “inferiority complex” on the 

part of the West? In part, it no doubt stemmed from fear of the “built- 
in” expansionism of Communist ideology. But the Nazis were equally 
imperialistic and, moreover, were locked with the West in an all-out 
military conflict, which Communism never was. Yet the West was more 
afraid of Communist than of Nazi ideology. This may be attributable to 
the facts that Communism attacked private property and was a highly 
sophisticated ideology that offered something to almost everyone: an 
ultimate vision of humanitarianism and equality to the democrat; revolu- 
tion to the revolutionary; a better life for the worker; and a sophisticated 
dialectic to the intellectual. Most important, it offered a coherent secular 
religion: 
The dictator becomes God, the only God for that matter; and the Party be- 
comes the church. As a variant, collective leadership becomes a sort of 
Trinity. The central committee and the local leaders take care of polytheis- 
tic needs. The parallels could be pressed further. The point is that all the 
essential mundane elements of religion except the Virgin Mother are repre- 
sented.’ 


One group of students even went so far as to state that Communism 
by 1946 had become a “father image the like of which the world had 
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never seen—harsh, revengeful, jealous, and unpredictable.”* Something 
like this was implied by John Foster Dulles when he made the following 
statement in 1946: 


Few men in political life anywhere act without first thinking whether they 
will please or displease the leaders of the Soviet Union. Never in history 
have a few men in a single country achieved such world-wide influence.® 


Yet as we have seen, this “superman” image by no means squares with 
the record. The history of the Comintern until 1949 presents a mixture 
of failures and successes, of rational and irrational acts, and of much 
gross distortion of the facts of international life. 

The second observation that deserves to be noted about this early 
phase of the East-West struggle concerns the difficulty of sorting out its 
“causes.” The great importance of Communist ideology is clearly ap- 
parent; but it is equally clear that the “cold war’ also grew out of the 
meeting between Russians and Americans in the heart of Europe at the 
close of World War II. Indeed, the entire pattern suggests the validity 
of Barrington Moore’s point that it is futile to argue about the primal 
causes of the struggle since each move by one super-power elicited a 
countermove from the other. What is important is that the East-West 
struggle had rigidified in Europe by 1949. There was virtually no ma- 
neuverability left as power confronted concerted counter-power. Thus, it 
was no accident that the major arena of the East-West struggle during 
the next decade shifted away from Europe. And the rise of China as an 
independent power center in the Communist orbit helped move this 
arena to East Asia. 


PHASE TWO: FROM COMINTERN TO “PEKINTERN” 


The most striking development in the context of the East-West 
struggle during the 1950’s and early 1960’s was the ascendancy of Com- 
munist China, both within the Communist orbit itself and in the power 
configuration vis-a-vis the West. While Western fears of Communist 
expansionism continued during the 1950’s to concentrate mainly on the 
Soviet Union, the expansion that actually occurred took place not in 
Europe but in East Asia. Indeed, the Soviet Union was unable to absorb 
any territory during the 1950’s while, during the same decade, the Chi- 
nese Communists fought in Korea, shared in the dismemberment of 
Indochina, and made expansionary moves into Tibet and India. Not only 
did the Soviet Union fail to score further advances in Europe during the 
1950's, but it had to fight to retain control in Poland and Hungary, which 
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had been absorbed in the 1940's. In August 1961 the erection of the 
Berlin Wall served notice of yet another Soviet failure: Moscow was 
forced to fence in its East German satellite lest it emigrate out of ex- 
istence. ‘The sole Soviet territorial advance was the acquisition of a 
Communist satellite in the Caribbean—Cuba. But this gain was offset 
by the loss of face Moscow suffered when it was forced to withdraw its 
missile bases and offensive weapons from Cuba in 1962 and by simul- 
taneous Chinese territorial gains in the Himalayas. Indeed, it seemed 
that, by the mid-1960’s, the center of gravity of Communist expansion 
had shifted from Moscow to Peiping. This transition in the East-West 
struggle deserves analysis. 

Communist China’s first participation in the East-West conflict took 
place in Korea. That peninsula had been partitioned at the thirty-eighth 
parallel shortly before the end of World War II as a result of the 
military disposition of Soviet and American forces. The Japanese were 
to surrender to American troops south of that parallel, to Soviet troops 
north of it. Since neither half of the country was economically viable 
and the partition was accepted very reluctantly by the Korean people, 
Korea’s truncated state was seen as only a temporary modus vivendi. 
During the next two years the United States occupied South Korea, 
while North Korea was absorbed into the Soviet orbit. All attempts to 
agree on a formula for unification failed. In the fall of 1947 the United 
Nations took over the Korean problem and recommended free elections. 
But since United Nations observers were not permitted to visit North 
Korea, an election could be held in the southern half only. From this 
election there emerged the Republic of Korea as a sovereign state; the 
northern half retaliated by pronouncing itself a sovereign “Democratic 
People’s Republic.” During the next two years there occurred a great 
deal of military posturing on both sides of the parallel. Finally, on June 
25, 1950, the North Korean Army attacked. The United Nations Se- 
curity Council responded immediately by authorizing a “police action.” 
During the summer of 1950 United Nations troops were in retreat, but 
in October they recrossed the thirty-eighth parallel, shortly thereafter 
capturing the Communist capital of Pyongyang and advancing toward 
the Manchurian border. At that point Communist China entered the 
conflict. 

The United Nations action in Korea will be evaluated in another con- 
text in Chapter 12. What is important in the present connection is the 
impact of Communist China on the Korean War. It is not entirely clear 
why the Chinese Communists decided to intervene. Perhaps they were 
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persuaded to do so by the Soviet Union. On the other hand, the decision 
may have been made quite independently and for reasons wholly their 
own. In the opinion of one scholar, there were two overriding reasons 
for the Chinese Communists’ actions. One was their concern that an 
American-controlled Korea, along with the United States itself and a 
revived Japan, might develop into an alignment that could dominate 
all of Northeast Asia. The other was their fear that if they passively 
accepted an American victory in Korea, their enemies both within and 
outside China might be so strengthened as to imperil the Chinese Com- 
munist regime itself.1° In any case, the entry of Communist China 
turned the hostilities in Korea into an entirely new war. The lines of 
battle seesawed for two more years, to come to a standstill approximately 
where they had been when the war began, with the indefinite partition 
of the country by the armistice agreement of 1953. North Korea thus 
became Communist China’s first prize in the East-West struggle. 
When, in 1954, the battle of Dienbienphu brought to an end the 
French Empire in Asia, four new nations emerged from the colony of 
Indochina: Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, and Northern Vietnam. As a 
result of the Geneva Conference of 1954, Northern Vietnam was ab- 
sorbed into the orbit of Chinese Communism. The West, alerted to the 
new threat emanating from Communist China, formed the Southeast 
Asian Treaty Organization (SEATO), which bound together the United 
States, Britain, Australia, France, New Zealand, the Philippines, Thai- 
land, and Pakistan in a military defense alliance. Yet the “Pekintern” 
continued its expansionary drive. In 1959 it suppressed a rebellion in 
Tibet, which it had “liberated” in 1950, and began moving into areas 
that it claimed along the Chinese-Indian border. Armed clashes between 
Chinese and Indian border forces occurred intermittently until the 
Chinese launched a major offensive in October 1962. The result of this 
invasion was a cease-fire giving China control over a large section of the 
disputed border area in Ladakh. Moreover, under SEATO’s very nose, 
China continued its pressures on Laos and its infiltration into Cambodia. 
Not only did Communist China fare better than its Soviet partner 
in the struggle against the West; it also made rapid strides during the 
1950's on its internal Chinese home front. Most notably, Mao Tsse-tung 
announced the “Great Leap Forward,” a vast program of agricultural 
reform through which he planned to tum China’s arable land into a 
series of gigantic communes far closer to the ideal of pure collectivization 
than their counterparts in the Soviet Union had ever been. While the 
Russian peasant on the typical Soviet collective farm continued to enjoy 


The Dynamics of the East-West Struggle oy 


a small private plot of land—a residue of capitalism which neither Stalin 
nor Khrushchev had been able to eliminate—the Chinese commune 
aimed at the abolition of all private property. In the more advanced 
communes, even the bringing up of children was not left a private 
family matter but was put into the hands of party functionaries. 
Although the “Great Leap Forward” was thwarted by poor planning and 
repeated crop failures, these lapses did not seriously affect China’s rising 
international power status. 

As Communist China consolidated its independent position within 
the Communist orbit, it also began to develop an increasingly inde- 
pendent approach to the East-West struggle. During the late 1950’s it 
became increasingly evident that China’s attitude toward the West was 
more hostile than that of the Soviet Union and that the Chinese leader- 
ship showed fewer inhibitions about the use of violence than did its 
Soviet partners in the struggle. Indeed, Mao Tse-tung was reported to 
have pointed out that neither the Soviet Union nor the United States 
could afford an atomic war, whereas if China lost three hundred million 
people, there would still be over four hundred million left. By 1960 a 
major doctrinal divergence on the question on how best to bring the 
West to its knees had arisen between the two major Communist powers. 
Peiping’s apparent conviction that “capitalism” could only be defeated 
through war was at variance with Premier Khrushchev’s doctrine of 
“peaceful coexistence,” which postulated a Communist victory without 
the necessity of armed conflict. However, since both Moscow and 
Peiping were aware of the fact that their continued unity was a crucial 
factor of strength in the East-West struggle, the Chinese nominally 
accepted Soviet ideological leadership. While the dialogue continued 
under the surface, the common dictates of the East-West struggle kept 
it well within limits. As one scholar of Sino-Soviet relations astutely 
observed in 1960: 


In the bargaining process between them [Russia and China], unity plays a 
role analogous to that of a hostage restraining both parties. In a situation 
involving the exchange of hostages, one may threaten the life of a hostage, 
but such threat can be effective only as long as the hostage is alive; once he 
is dead, the threat is meaningless. The same applies to unity. Since loss of 
unity is the worst eventuality for both, the weaker partner must limit his 
efforts at self-assertion, the stronger must limit or make oblique his counter- 
moves. 


In the early 1960’s the Sino-Soviet conflict entered a new and more 
violent phase. The doctrinal differences grew more intense as the two 
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Communist colossi exchanged veiled insults, with the Chinese attacking 
“Yugoslav revisionism” and the Soviets retaliating with assaults on 
“Albanian adventurism.” Chinese disenchantment with the Soviet leader- 
ship reached a new high when the latter withdrew its technicians from 
China, thus postponing temporarily China’s entrance into the nuclear 
club. In 1962 two dramatic events brought the conflict into the open: 
the Cuban missile crisis and the Chinese attack on India. In the former, 
China attacked the Soviets for backing down before a paper tiger while 
Premier Khrushchev pointed out that the American tiger happened to 
be equipped with nuclear teeth. In the latter, the Soviet Union gave 
neither aid nor encouragement to the Chinese, but used its influence to 
bring about a rapid and peaceful settlement. The outcome of these two 
simultaneous crises again favored the Chinese: while Russia had to back 
down from one of the most serious East-West confrontations in a 
decade, China was achieving a major diplomatic and military victory. 

By 1963 the doctrinal and “methodological” differences between the 
two major Communist nations began more and more to take on the 
coloration of a major power conflict between two great national states. 
Ideology began to decrease in importance as competitive nationalism 
began to increase. Serious border disputes broke out along the Sino- 
Soviet frontier over contested territory in Sinkiang and Mongolia. 
Communist parties throughout the world were deeply split over the 
issues raised by the dispute. China no longer recognized the ideological 
leadership of the Soviet Union and accused Khrushchev of plotting with 
Washington for Russo-American world domination. In 1964, two dra- 
matic events occurred in quick succession. Premier Khrushchev was 
ousted by the Soviet Presidium as a “hare-brained schemer” and the 
Chinese exploded their first atomic device. Thus, while yet another 
succession crisis shook the Soviet government, China had crashed the 
gates of the exclusive nuclear club. 

By the mid-1960’s, moreover, it was clear that the expansionary drive 
of Communism had definitely shifted from Moscow to Peiping. During 
the 1950’s and early 1960’s all the territorial gains for Communism, with 
the exception of Cuba, were made by China. This is not to say, of course, 
that the Soviet Union’s intention to expand had disappeared or even 
diminished. But it met far more effective Western resistance from 
NATO than Communist China did from SEATO. (For an analysis of 
the military implications of Sino-Soviet relations, see Chapter 6.) Indeed, 
while China made its gains against the West, the Soviet leadership had 
to expend its energies in maintaining control over what it had gained 
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earlier. Moreover, Stalin’s death in March 1953, marking the end of a 
heavy-handed personal dictatorship that had lasted since the late 1920's, 
triggered a rumble of discontent among the Eastern European satellites. 
The promulgation by the United States government in 1953 of a “policy 
of liberation” toward the Eastern European nations had already caused 
some ferment in those nations. When Khrushchev publicly denounced 
Stalin in February 1956, he opened a Pandora’s box of revolts. Within 
the year, Poland, under the leadership of Wladislaw Gomulka, at- 
tempted to emulate the Yugoslav move for independence. The Poles 
demanded the removal of the Soviet secret police and military rule, 
tolerance for the Catholic Church, and the freedom to “travel their own 
toad to socialism.” Almost at the same time, Hungary revolted against 
Soviet control. The first stage of the Hungarian Revolution was pat- 
terned after the Polish precedent. But then the revolutionaries were no 
longer content with ideological deviation within the Cominform, but 
wanted to escape from Communism altogether. At this point, the Soviet 
Union moved in with military force and crushed the revolt. The West 
found itself unable to intervene because of fear of a general war. (For a 
more detailed analysis of this episode, see Chapter 6.) “Liberation” 
proved unworkable and the West had to be content with the “contain- 
ment” of the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, in most Western countries the 
spectacle of the Hungarian freedom fighters shattered whatever still 
remained of the old “chessmaster concept” of the Soviet Union. 

The instability of Moscow’s puppet East German regime was indicated 
in another manner. East Germans were voting against Soviet domination 
with their feet, emigrating at the rate of about 200,000 a year to West 
Germany via that gaping hole in the Iron Curtain, Berlin. By early 1961 
the number of refugees amounted to one quarter of the total population 
of East Germany at that time. The danger which this loss of skilled 
workers and professionals represented to the East German economy was 
matched only by the grave political implications of the exodus. In order 
to retain East Germany as a satellite, Moscow was forced to turn it 
into a walled jail. The Berlin Wall, closing off the last gap in the Iron 
Curtain, was erected in August 1961. 

In sum, the 1950’s and early 1960’s showed a net gain for Communist 
China both within the Communist camp and in the East-West struggle. 
While the Chinese regime succeeded in making deep inroads into Asia, 
the Soviet Union not only gained no further territories apart from its 
Cuban base, but had serious difficulties in maintaining its hold on East- 
ern Europe. Although the West continued to be hypnotized chiefly by 
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the Soviet threat, the center of gravity of Communist expansion seemed 
clearly to have shifted to China. 


PHASE THREE: “COLD WAR’ OR “PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE ?* 
According to the famous dictum of Clausewitz: 


War is only a part of political intercourse, therefore by no means an independ- 
ent thing in itself. We know, of course, that war is only caused through 
the political intercourse of governments and nations; but in general it is 
supposed that such intercourse is broken off by war, and that a totally differ- 
ent state of things ensues, subject to no laws but its own. We maintain, on 
the contrary, that war is nothing but a continuation of political intercourse 
with an admixture of other means. . . . It has, to be sure, its own grammar, 
but not its own logic.” 


In our time “peaceful coexistence” has become the continuation of the 
East-West struggle “by other means.” The term is identified largely 
with the Khrushchev era in the Soviet Union, and evidently grew out 
of the conviction that the East-West struggle could be won without 
armed conflict—or else that it is too dangerous to try to win it through 
armed conflict. In the former Soviet leader’s words: 
We Communists believe that the idea of Communism will ultimately be 
victorious throughout the world, just as it has been victorious in our country, 
in China, and in many states. . . . The main thing is to keep to the positions 
of the ideological struggle, without resorting to arms in order to prove that 
one is right.® 
Khrushchev’s successors have not departed much from this view. The 
Soviet leadership thus seems to feel that the East-West struggle will con- 
tinue but that it will be resolved without a catastrophe; the final out- 
come will be one world—a Communist world. In the view of Soviet 
Communism, the U.S.S.R. and the United States are conceived of as 
two distance runners, with the Soviet athlete destined to win out in the 
end. “Peaceful coexistence,” then, is seen not as a fight in which one 
competitor will knock out the other, but essentially as a race.14 This 
distinction cannot, of course, be considered an absolute one because 
a race may lead to a fight if the winner feels strong enough or the loser 
desperate enough to begin one. For example, Khrushchev’s statement 
made about the West, “We shall bury you,” was widely interpreted in 
the United States as a Soviet threat to “knock out” the United States in 
a fight. The Soviet Premier, however, insisted that he had merely chal- 
*T am indebted for some of the ideas expressed in this section to Inis L. Claude, 


Jr., of the University of Michigan and to other members of the Commission to 
Study the Organization of Peace. 
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lenged the United States to engage in a long-distance race after which the 
Soviet Union would act as the gravedigger of the West. From the Com- 
munist point of view, the competition does not have to become a fight 
since it is felt that time and history are operating to make a Soviet 
victory inevitable. This position was clearly stated in the Soviet Com- 
munist Party’s program of 1961. 

The Western reaction to the Soviet challenge of “peaceful coexist- 
ence” has been very ambivalent. The United States has tended to con- 
sider “peaceful coexistence” as a goal unworthy of American aspirations. 
In 1959, during his visit to the Soviet Union, Vice-President Nixon 
stated: 


The concept of coexistence is completely inadequate and negative. Coexist- 
ence implies that the world must be divided into two hostile camps with a 
wall of hate and fear between them. What we need today is not two worlds 
but one where different people will choose the economic and political sys- 
tems which they want but where there is free communication among all 
peoples living on this earth.%® 


In the view of this one American leader, at least, the objective of “peace- 
ful coexistence” was thus pitched too low; instead, the United States 
should set its sights on a condition of full-fledged peace immediately. 
Other American leaders criticized the Soviet advocacy of “peaceful co- 
existence” on grounds of inconsistency. Adlai Stevenson, for example, 
observed that in view of Soviet behavior in Hungary in 1956, the Krem- 
lin’s assertion of the principle of military noninterference in the internal 
affairs of other nations seemed of dubious validity. In fact, it seemed to 
be meant primarily as a containment of the West but not as an impedi- 
ment to the Soviet Union’s own policy of exporting revolution. Hence, 
while some responsible Americans have refused to accept the Soviet 
version of “peaceful coexistence” as not good enough, others have seen 
grounds for complaining that the Soviet Union was really not even 
prepared to go this far in working toward good relations with the United 
States. A third view in the American government, on the other hand, 
has tended to accept the Soviet challenge. As Secretary of State Herter 
put it in 1959: 


Today, we face a test that no society has ever fully met: how to make compe- 
tition the life, not death, of nations. .. . We will not fare well in competition 
with the Soviets unless we can match their enthusiasm for achievement. .. . 
We must realize that the fateful competition with communism has placed a 
first claim on the energy and interests of us all. That means subordinating 
our private interests to the permanent public interest.” 
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President Kennedy echoed this same sentiment in his Inaugural Address 
in 1961, and the Administration of President Johnson has adopted a very 
similar outlook. 

The fact is that the United States has come fairly close to accepting 
the Soviet challenge of “peaceful coexistence” in its “action policy” —that 
is, in the policies that it is actually pursuing—but in its “declaratory 
policy’”’—that is, in the policies that it says it is pursuing—it has con- 
tinued to express its aspirations in more ambitious terms. The Soviet 
Union, for its part, seems to have decided upon “peaceful coexistence” 
as the most effective means, or at least the safest means, in the nuclear 
age of attaining its continuing end—a Communist world. 

Thus, by the mid-1960’s, both super-powers had agreed to rule out 
murder in their mutual relations, even though each made no bones of 
its determination to outlive the other. Both positions tended to view the 
struggle as one which would move toward a final resolution, with a 
winner and a loser and a final score to be announced by history. Neither 
side shared the hope of India and the uncommitted nations that the 
struggle might gradually become less intense and that—as in the struggle 
between Christendom and Islam—the issue might in the end be resolved 
without victory or defeat. 

Trapped like two scorpions in a bottle and deterred by the prospect 
of an atomic holocaust, the two super-powers have begun to resort to 
various new battle techniques short of actual military conflict. Of these, 
the most important are in the realm of propaganda and psychological 
warfare. The Soviet Union, in its behavior toward the West, has used 
the technique of “blowing hot and cold” and of alternating confusing 
signals—a method used by the Russian psychologist I. P. Pavlov to in- 
duce neurotic behavior in dogs. The efforts of Western observers to 
“interpret” the Soviet signals have usually led to frustration. Typically, 
Premier Khrushchev “banged the shoe” at the United Nations in 1960 
but wore a broad smile while engaged in this activity. In the opinion of 
a number of experts, this type of behavior cannot be rationally inter- 
preted and hence must be assumed to be meant to be confusing: 


We might compare the alternations between Khrushchev’s avowals of peace- 
ful intentions and threats of nuclear destruction with the alternate ringing 
of high and low frequency bells which, in the Pavlovian experiment with 
dogs and rabbits, were gradually brought closer together until the animal 
became paralyzed by terror or went berserk.%* 


This pattern has created an image of Soviet unpredictability, which has 
become a valuable bargaining device for the Soviet Union. In fact, one 
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Western observer has intimated that the United States might improve 
its own bargaining position by also “banging the shoe” occasionally.1® 

Another Soviet device in its relations with the West has been the 
employment of zigzag tactics. It seems that the rationale of such tactics 
is to cause the opponent to build up a defense against zig, and shortly 
before it becomes effective, to “annul” this defense by performing a zag. 
Finally, massive Soviet peace propaganda has attempted to instill a guilty 
conscience in the Western nations about colonialism and disarmament. 
The strident Soviet demands for “general and complete disarmament” 
and for summit conferences have prevented real progress in disarma- 
ment negotiations while placing the West on the defensive. (For a more 
detailed analysis of this point, see Chapter 12.) On the whole, the Soviet 
Union has done somewhat better in “psychonuclear warfare” than the 
West. Yet, as we have seen, the Soviet Union has not been able to make 
any territorial gains in Western Europe since 1948. China has become 
Communism’s main instrument of expansion. 

Perhaps the most paradoxical aspect of the recent phase of the East- 
West struggle has been the high degree of mutual emulation by which 
it has come to be marked. As one observer has put it: 


While in Russia Khrushchev proclaims that his people will soon surpass 
American production (and thereby unconsciously indicates his wish to emu- 
late the American pattern of society), in the United States industrialists in 
the name of Free Enterprise clamor for more and more government orders 
for their own enterprises in order to “catch up” with Russian technology 
and military production.” 


The truth is that the process of competition has made the two super- 
powers somewhat more alike, and this increasing similarity may have 
contributed to a lessening of tensions between them. The ultimate out- 
come, as President Kennedy has said, remains, of course, “very much in 
doubt.” It seems to have become a major task of our age to seek a 
genuine form of coexistence without victory or defeat. Yet to point to 
Christianity and Islam as an inspiration is somewhat misleading because, 
before these two great religions were finally able to settle down beside 
one another, they found it necessary to fight a number of terrible wars. 
Even Protestantism and the Catholic Church had to pass through the 
Thirty Years’ War before achieving coexistence. Our challenge is indeed 
unprecedented: the achievement of a modern Peace of Westphalia with- 
out the terror of an atomic Thirty Years’ War. 

By the mid-1960’s the picture had become a great deal more compli- 
cated because the East-West struggle could no longer be considered 
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exclusively, or perhaps even primarily, in terms of the Soviet Union and 
the United States. Competition within the two camps had become 
almost as important as competition between them. China’s bid for 
ideological leadership of the Communist camp had begun to assume the 
proportions of national power rivalry with the Soviet Union. And the 
homogeneity of the Western alliance was seriously challenged by 
the nationalist policies of President de Gaulle of France in Western 
Europe and his recognition of Communist China in 1964. The world of 
the 1960’s was no longer as clearly bipolar as it has been a decade earlier. 

In addition to the emergence of powerful centrifugal tendencies within 
both the Western and Communist orbits, the rise of numerous new 
nations in Asia and Africa has further transformed the international 
power constellation. Indeed, it is no longer meaningful to analyze the 
East-West struggle in vacuo. To perceive its place in the overall per- 
spective of the international struggle for power, it is necessary to analyze 
the second great political struggle of our time: that between North and 
South—between Western colonialism and the new nationalism of Asia, 
the Middle East, and Africa. 
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- The Struggle 


Over 
Colonialism 


The day of small nations has passed away; 
the day of empires has come. 


JOSEPH CHAMBERLAIN 

Birmingham, 1904 

Empires have fallen on eyil days and na- 
tions have risen to take their place. 


RUPERT EMERSON 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1960 


The New Nationalism 


The second great power struggle of our time is being waged over the 
liquidation of Western colonialism. A new nationalism in Asia, Africa, 
and the Middle East has risen to challenge the dominance of the waning 
European empires. Indeed, at no time since the inception of the nation- 
state system have so many new states joined the world community 
during so short a period. Even a partial list dwarfs all previous expressions 
of nationalism. In Asia, we have seen emerge into sovereign national 
status the former colonies of four different empires; in the Middle East 
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a number of new states have arisen, many of them profoundly hostile 
toward one another; and in Africa, finally, the addition of a new member 
to the family of nations has of late become virtually a monthly event. 

We have tentatively defined nationalism as a people’s vision of a 
common past and a common future. This definition of nationalism pro- 
vides a general form, but is still lacking in content. We shall now at- 
tempt to build a more complete definition of nationalism in our time by 
analyzing those attributes that the new nations seem to hold in com- 
mon. After examining the anatomy of the new nationalism in this 
manner, we shall subject its great adversary—colonialism—to a similar 
analysis. Only if we are clear about the nature of the two antagonists, 
can we understand the pattern of their interaction. 

The first striking fact about the new nationalism is its peculiar vision 
of a common past. Its birth took place in the crucible of the declining 
Western empires. In the words of Rupert Emerson, “empires have fallen 
on evil days and nations have risen to take their place.” The fight that 
these new nations waged against Western powers was their great forma- 
tive experience. As the adult person is conditioned by the conscious and 
unconscious memories of his childhood and adolescence, the nation- 
state is also conditioned by its memories—in other words, its history. 
This explains the fact that the world view of the new nationalism is 
oriented toward anticolonialism rather than anti-Communism. 

This common colonial heritage of the new nations has resulted in their 
extreme ambivalence toward all things Western. Most of the new 
nationalist leaders harbor great admiration for many of the Western 
institutions and mores which they absorbed during the days of colonial- 
ism, but in their fight for national identity they are psychologically 
compelled to reject too close an identification with the West. It is not an 
accident that many of the leaders of independence movements were 
educated in Western universities as well as Western jails. Gandhi of 
India, Sukarno of Indonesia, and Nkrumah of Ghana are cases in point. 

The psychological dependence on the colonial past sometimes reaches 
a point of fixation. A good example of this was Indonesia’s insistence on 
annexing West New Guinea. The Indonesians had nothing in common 
with Guinea either ethnically or culturally. The only link that united 
them was the fact that both Indonesia and Guinea were parts of the 
Dutch empire. For this reason alone, it was felt, Guinea must belong to 
the new state of Indonesia. The hypnotic effect of the colonial past 
thus continues to play a vital role in the political policies of the new 
nationalism. 
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A final aspect of this psychological phenomenon is the paradoxical fact 
that in the very name of independence the new nationalism often tends 
to claim as its own many Western institutions that it absorbed during 
the colonial period. The following report from Nigeria shortly before 
independence will make this point clear: 


With Nigerian independence approaching, government officials are pleading 
with Africans to wear clothes. Abakaliki Province officials said it would not 
be dignified for nature-loving Nigerians to go naked in independence as 
they did under British colonialism. In other provinces the people have 
donned clothes. But in Abakaliki not even a fig leaf, much less a loin cloth 
is worn. Provincial secretary J. W. Leach said Abakaliki residents must get 
clothes in thirty days. Any person found naked or scantily clothed will be 
prosecuted, the secretary said.? 


In sum, the colonial heritage has left a deep and lasting impression. 
Even though sovereign national status is in the process of superseding 
Western colonialism almost everywhere in our time, the distinctive 
psychology of the former colonies, especially their emotions of “inde- 
pendicitis,” are certain to persist for a long time to come. 

Turning to the vision of a common future, a second important attri- 
bute of the new nationalism is the determined quest for racial equality. 
All the major colonial powers practiced the color bar with varying de- 
grees of rigor. It is probably not an exaggeration to maintain that the 
color bar, of all the attributes of colonial rule, was the one most fiercely 
resented. Until the end of World War II, the alleged inherent superior- 
ity of the white man was accepted almost as an axiom by the peoples 
under colonial dependency. This superiority, rationalized by various con- 
cepts, such as “the white man’s burden” or Ia mission civilisatrice, was 
frequently impressed upon the African and Asian peoples by force of 
arms. But once nonwhite peoples began to win battles, the myth of the 
white man’s invincibility began to disintegrate. This writer witnessed the 
process of disintegration in Asia, at a time when the Japanese war ma- 
chine swept the continent and forced the English from Burma, the 
French from Indochina, and the Dutch from the East Indies. Although 
the Japanese victory was short-lived, the lesson was clear: the white man 
could be beaten. And when the colonialists returned in 1945, they found 
to their bitter surprise that they could not go home again, that indeed 
a relentless demand for equality rang in their ears and would not be 
silenced. The Japanese invasion had served as a kind of catalyst, which 
demonstrated that the white man could be challenged successfully. In 
the case of the former British colonies, sovereignty was won with rel- 
atively little bloodshed: India, Pakistan, Burma, and Malaya gained 
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their independence through legal transfers of power. Indonesia, how- 
ever, emerged from Dutch colonialism only after four years of bloody 
conflict; and the French colony of Indochina was liquidated only after 
a decade of terrible jungle warfare culminating in the disastrous battle of 
Dienbienphu in 1954. This battle was a major landmark in the rise of the 
new nationalism: it signified the first great military encounter since the 
Russo-Japanese war of 1904 in which a nonwhite people was victorious 
over the white man and made its victory stick. 

The importance attached to racial equality in the new nationalist 
countries may also be seen in their reactions to racial problems outside 
their own boundaries. Preoccupation with this problem frequently dis- 
torts their perception of conditions elsewhere. The view held of the 
United States, for example, was never more favorable than in 1954 when 
the United States Supreme Court in a unanimous decision declared 
segregation in public schools unconstitutional. But when this decision 
subsequently had to be enforced at Little Rock, the United States stood 
condemned in the eyes of the new nationalist world. Similarly, the pas- 
sage of comprehensive civil nghts legislation in the United States a 
decade later was widely hailed, but the simultaneous racial crises were 
seen by many Africans as virtually a civil war. Hence, the understandable 
though often single-minded quest for racial equality motivating the 
African and Asian peoples makes it difficult for them to arrive at an 
objective appraisal of political forces in those parts of the world where 
different conditions apply. It is clear that in the perspective of the new 
nationalist powers, racial equality is the most important single principle 
of their new-found sovereignty. 

The quest for equal status with the Western powers is also expressed 
in the economic goals of the new nationalism. Almost all of the new 
nations have adopted programs of industrialization, their leadership 
being convinced that industrialization is an essential precondition for 
economic development in general. As a rule, this new “industrial revolu- 
tion” works in favor of centralization in both government and economy. 
In fact, a case may be made that rapid industrialization leads to the 
development of elites inimical to the democratic process. Severe splits 
have arisen in African and Asian societies between those who favor 
industrialization and those who oppose it in the name of tradition. 
Indeed, since such circumstances as the overpopulation of urban centers, 
the breakdown of kinship systems, and the breakdown of traditional 
handicraft economies tend in many ways to conflict with the official goal 
of industrialization, there is generally a great deal of such opposition. 
And not infrequently, the new national leadership does not shrink from 
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resorting to undemocratic means to eradicate those who oppose it. In 
this struggle, there often emerge one-party machines and various other 
arrangements of an authoritarian nature. Prime Minister Nkrumah of 
Ghana, for example, simply sent the opposition into exile when it chal- 
lenged his authority, and President Sukarno of Indonesia frankly an- 
nounced the institution of “guided democracy.” 

A third and somewhat disturbing generalization, then, concerns the 
political structures which seem to be evolving in the new nationalist 
countries. The trend is clearly not in the direction of democratic parlia- 
mentary regimes. Most of these new nations are leaning toward some 
kind of authoritarian political organization. One-party governments, 
weak legislative bodies, and military elites are common to most. This 
fact simply demonstrates that the fight for national self-determination is 
not necessarily synonymous with a struggle for democracy. It is a curious 
fact that the Western conception of the new nationalism has not suf- 
ficiently grasped this truth. Instead, many Westerners have continued to 
expect that, after a period of tutelage in the arts of self-government under 
one or another of the Western powers, the new nations of Asia and 
Africa would quickly develop into sound and sophisticated democracies. 
Yet in view of the fact that most of the new nations have a centuries- 
long heritage of tribalism, feudalism, or autocracy, the authoritarian 
trend of the new nationalism is entirely consistent with their historical 
tradition. 

A final characteristic of the new nationalism is its reluctance to ally 
itself with either of the two super-powers. Most of the new nations desire 
to stay aloof from the East-West struggle. In Asia, India considers itself 
the leader of this policy of nonalignment. The Indians’ reasoning re- 
garding this stand is that since their own experience has been such a 
unique synthesis of Asia’s past and the West’s present, their country 
may be better suited than most others to act as a mediator in the East- 
West struggle. In Africa, Nigeria is taking the lead in the adoption of 
such a bridge-building policy. 

We must remind ourselves here that the term “uncommitted,” when 
applied to the new nationalism, refers only to the East-West struggle. 
In the other struggle, that against colonialism, the movement is very 
much committed. Even in the East-West conflict, the policy of non- 
alignment is applied, strictly speaking, only in the avoidance of military 
alliances. In their political sympathies, most of the so-called uncom- 
mitted nations are much less scrupulously impartial, but tend, in fact, to 
lean in either one direction or the other. South Vietnam, for example, 
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clearly inclines toward the West, whereas Guinea, through its leader, 
Sekou Touré, is deeply influenced by Marxism. Others of the new na- 
tions, such as Indonesia and Burma, have flirted with both sides in the 
course of their brief history. 

In its attempts to gain the allegiance of the new nationalism in the 
struggle with Communism, the West has consistently pointed out that 
Western colonialism is a phenomenon of the past that is today in rapid 
process of dissolution. The West maintains that a far more threatening 
and virulent form of colonialism than that of the dying Western em- 
pires is that posed by Communism. Yet the new nations inevitably find 
it difficult to forget the experiences of their own history, which is the 
history of Western domination. And the fact remains—historical acci- 
dent though it undoubtedly was—that there were no Russian colonizers 
in Africa, and few of them in Asia. The satellization of Eastern Europe 
and the military suppression of the Hungarian revolution have been 
geographically too far removed from most of the African and Asian na- 
tions to arouse the indignation and concern that they have in the West. 
Indeed, not until Communist expansionism reached their own frontiers, 
as in India, for example, did the new states’ perception of what consti- 
tutes colonialism broaden to include the contemporary Soviet variety. 
It is very likely that as the new nations become more exposed to Com- 
munist expansionary goals, their views of what today is the most danger- 
ous threat of colonialism and imperialism will come much closer to those 
held in the West. 

The new nationalism, then, may be defined as a movement profoundly 
conditioned by a Western colonial past, leaning toward authoritarian 
political organization, and declaring as its goal political, economic, and 
social equality with the West—that is, sovereignty, racial equality, and 
a modern industrial economy. 

We shall now turn to an analysis of the great antagonists of the new 
nationalism. 


Imperialism and Colonialism 


Among the nations of Africa and Asia, imperialism and colonialism are 
generally viewed as monopolies of the white man. This view has become 
so widespread that the terms “imperialism” and “colonialism” have 
assumed a pejorative connotation in the West itself. To call a nation 
“imperialistic” has come to be an indictment, and to describe a de- 
pendent territory as a “colony” is likely to be construed as an insult. In 
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effect, the two concepts have in the Western world become the symbols 
of a kind of collective guilt complex. Yet as a noted historian has pointed 
out, the West’s record in this regard is by no means as unqualifiedly 
deserving of condemnation as is often alleged or felt to be the case. For, 


Though the brief history of Western imperialism has witnessed many in- 
justices and cruelties, which however were in no way worse than the normal 
happenings in Asia and Africa before the advent of the white man, it has 
been on the whole a period of which the West, and especially Britain, 
has not to be ashamed. It would be wrong to apply twentieth century stand- 
ards and principles of international law to preceding centuries. By doing that 
—and it should not be forgotten that these new twentieth century standards 
were developed by the Western world—the West suffers a bad conscience.’ 


Actually, the terms “imperialism” and “colonialism” simply denote a 
power relationship of one political entity over another. Imperialism 
describes the process of establishing that power relationship, and coloni- 
alism has to do with the pattern of domination and rule once the rela- 
tionship has been consolidated. Neither is a monopoly of the white man 
or an exclusively modern phenomenon. Yellow peoples have dominated 
each other for centuries; black peoples are known to have exercised power 
over one another many centuries before the white man set foot on the 
African continent; and the history of political evolution in the West is 
the story of white men dominating other white men. 

Historical perspective shows that these two terms have not always been 
in disrepute. The imperialist or colonizer of the nineteenth century was 
a hero to his contemporaries. Today, a very different view is taken of 
Cecil Rhodes, for example, in both the West and in the new nations, 
than was taken of him two or three generations ago. The concept of 
colonialism has undergone a radical transformation in both time and 
space. The truth is, of course, that as concepts the terms “imperialism” 
and “colonialism” are neutral. Whether the relationship of domination 
they refer to is good or bad depends entirely on the values of the be- 
holder. Power always remains power, but the values regarding what con- 
stitute desirable or undesirable power relationships are ever changing. 

It is clear that, in our day, the new nationalism sees Western colonial- 
ism as its great antagonist and directs most of its energies toward de- 
stroying it. This tendency to place colonialism and the new nationalism 
at opposite poles may be somewhat misleading. Actually, when viewed in 
historical perspective, the relationship between imperialism and national- 
ism has not been one essentially of antagonism, but of dialectical 
interrelation. Frequently, as in the course of the French Revolution, 
imperialism has grown out of nationalism; and such imperialism, in turn, 
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has spawned new nationalist movements, as witness the rise of national- 
ism against the Napoleonic Empire. Indeed, the germs of imperialism 
are already in evidence in the nationalism of some of the new countries. 
Premier Nkrumah’s aim to create a Pan-African movement under the 
leadership of Ghana is a case in point. President Nasser’s Pan-Arab 
ambitions are another. In the words of one thoughtful observer, “Nations 
have arisen from the ashes of empire. Must they follow the ruinous 
course of their cantankerous predecessors?’”* 

Imperialism and colonialism in our time cannot be understood without 
reference to their historical development. We shall therefore begin by 
examining the origins of Western imperial expansion and then compare 
the policies of the Western colonial nations in their respective empires. 

Imperialism, like most things human, cannot be explained by a 
single factor, although the attempt is persistently made. The Soviet 
explanation of Western colonialism, for example, is based on an ex- 
clusively economic interpretation. The new nationalism too, as a tule, 
fails to see the complexity of the truth. 

Imperialism was, first of all, a function of the struggle for prestige 
and power among nations. During the nineteenth century the posses- 
sion of colonies was a major criterion of national power. It is a remark- 
able fact that only a century ago over half the world’s territory was 
ruled by European nations. Hence, when war broke out between two or 
more European powers, the hostilities held within them the seeds of 
world conflagration. The intense competition among Britain, France, 
and Germany for colonies in the nineteenth century was essentially 
the expression of a struggle for preponderance of power. 

A second source of Western colonial expansion lay in the kind of 
secularized missionary zeal represented in Rudyard Kipling’s concept 
of “the white man’s burden.” The stated purpose of this sense of mis- 
sion was to bring the blessings of an allegedly more advanced civilization 
to the non-European areas of the world. And frequently, indeed, genuine 
humanitarianism did play a significant part. Yet nearly always there 
were important less altruistic motives. At times the Europeans’ civilizing 
zeal largely expressed itself in a claim of self-styled superiority. On other 
occasions it served as a cover for what was chiefly a desire to export 
some particular religious cause. And not infrequently, as in the case of 
Cortés in Mexico, it stood simply for the universal human urge for 
adventure. 

A further ingredient in “the white man’s burden” attitude, as well 
as a factor of the greatest importance in itself as a contributor to the 
development of Western imperialism and colonialism, was the motive 
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of economic self-interest. In its early form, this was usually referred 
to as “mercantilism.” The primary reason for colonization by Spain, 
for example, was the mercantilist quest for gold—the quest for the 
riches of an overseas empire to strengthen the mother country’s stand- 
ing and power at home and among the other nations of Europe. As 
has already been pointed out, the Communist explanation of the 
genesis and dynamics of imperialism and colonialism limits itself to 
the various ramifications of this economic factor. 

The principal Communist work on this subject is Lenin’s Imperial- 
ism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism. This treatise, heavily influenced 
by J. A. Hobson’s Study of Imperialism, published in 1902, still provides 
the official Soviet interpretation of Western imperialism and has gained 
wide currency in the newly emerged countries of Asia and Africa. It 
therefore deserves careful analysis. Lenin’s thesis is based on the Marxist 
view that the economic struggle in the highly industrialized societies 
in Europe necessarily leads toward monopoly capitalism. As this state 
of affairs develops, there occurs a concentration of more and more 
wealth in the hands of fewer and fewer people, with an ever-growing 
group of dispossessed swelling the ranks of the proletariat. At the point 
of “capitalist concentration,” the few remaining monopolists have no 
choice but to turn upon each other. When this stage in the struggle 
is reached, Lenin maintained, the capitalists discover a reprieve for 
themselves to stave off the inevitable doom that faces them at the 
hands of the masses of dispossessed. This reprieve is imperialism. The 
capitalists, instead of turning upon each other, now proceed to annex 
colonies overseas, which afford them vast new outlets for the export of 
capital, thus relieving their highly saturated markets and giving them 
a new lease on life. But this is a reprieve only, Lenin claimed, not an 
amnesty; imperialism is merely a last desperate maneuver by the cap- 
italists to avert their inevitable collapse. All that this maneuver can 
accomplish is postponement of the inevitable. Hence, in Lenin’s view, 
an imperialist policy pursued by a highly industrialized nation was a 
sure sign that capitalism in that nation had reached its final stage 
before decomposition. 

Lenin’s case is not to be dismissed lightly; it is the most important 
single weapon used by the Soviet Union to gain the adherence of the 
new nationalist countries. In an objective appraisal, it is evident that 
there is much truth in Lenin’s view. It is true, for example, that the 
quest for colonies was pursued largely by the highly industrialized 
powers: Britain, France, Belgium, Germany, and, to a lesser extent, 
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the United States. On the other hand, it must be pointed out that the 
tule of one people over another is not the monopoly of capitalist coun- 
tries. The United States granted the Philippines their freedom; some 
industrialized countries like Sweden never actively sought colonies. In 
our time, in fact, Lenin’s thesis could be turned with some validity even 
against the major noncapitalist power, the Soviet Union. 

Lenin’s thesis, while a brilliant tour de force, points up the dangers 
inherent in any one-factor analysis. For the fact is that the causes of 
imperialism and colonialism must be seen in terms of a subtle interplay 
among many factors, of which the economic, albeit the most significant, 
is only one. Nevertheless, the view of Western colonialism most often 
held in the new nationalist countries still closely resembles the single- 
factor interpretation first created by Lenin. Moreover, it is applied 
almost indiscriminately to all the varied forms of the Western colonial 
experience in Africa and Asia. All Western colonialism is thus lumped 
together and roundly condemned. And yet, in actual fact, there have 
been wide divergencies among the different types of Western colonial- 
ism. Each of the major Western powers—Britain, France, Holland, 
Belgium, and Portugal—evolved its own special colonial techniques. 
If the subject of colonialism is to be done justice, these differing tech- 
niques, and the philosophies behind them, deserve careful comparative 
analysis. 

To begin with, the differences between the colonial policies of the 
two greatest Western empires, those of Britain and France, have been 
striking indeed. The British, as a general rule, exercised a form of in- 
direct control over their possessions. The government operated through 
the existing local administrative patterns and usually permitted some 
degree of local participation. A Viceroy usually symbolized the might 
of the British Empire; but this Viceroy, though resplendent in the 
pageantry of his office, made it a point not to interfere in local customs 
and mores unless these jeopardized the interest of the Empire. This 
policy of indirect rule stood in sharp contrast to the French concept of 
direct rule from Paris, which in the early period of colonization permit- 
ted no local self-government whatever. Overseas colonies were con- 
sidered as much a part of France as were Normandy or Brittany. As the 
British developed their concept of the Commonwealth, which in our 
time was gradually to supersede the Empire, they began to prepare their 
dependencies for ultimate self-government. As happened most notably 
in India, for example, the ground was laid for the eventual peaceful 
transfer of power by absorbing into the colonial administration more 
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and more indigenous talent. The ultimate goal of the French colonial 
government, on the other hand, was the exact opposite: assimilation 
to the French way of life, in other words, “Frenchification.” While for 
the British the political advancement of their dependent territories 
qualified them for secession and independence, similar advancement in 
the French colonies meant closer integration into the French way of 
life and greater participation in the French government. In practice, 
only a small group of the indigenous elite were “Frenchified” under 
this system. The vast majority continued to live under their own cus- 
toms, recognized by the French under a separate legal code, and, as a 
tule, very much underrepresented in the French government. The 
British tended to emphasize the color bar more strongly than the 
French; the French might be said to have observed a “culture bar’ 
more than a color bar. Hence, the masses tended to fare better in the 
British colonies but the educated elite had greater opportunities under 
the French system. 

After the battle of Dienbienphu in 1954, French colonial policy began 
to emulate the British. The French Community under General de 
Gaulle’s Fifth Republic sought to pattern itself after the British Com- 
monwealth as a voluntary grouping no longer postulating assimilation 
as a necessary goal but aiming at a more flexible association. In 1958 
President de Gaulle in effect offered the possibility of secession to all 
French dependencies save Algeria, and only one colony—Guinea— 
elected to sever all its ties with France. Since that time, however, only 
six former French territories—Chad, Gabon, Senegal, the Central Af- 
rican Republic, the Malagasy Republic, and the Congo Republic—have 
participated in the Community, while the nine others have refrained. 
Considering the Community’s late start, it has been a moderate success. 

There was, as noted above, one exception to the new French policy: 
Algeria. Algeria’s legal status was never that of a dependency; it was 
always considered an integral part of France. Moreover, almost one 
tenth of the ten million people of Algeria were Frenchmen, known as 
colons, with large holdings and vested interests in North Africa. For 
these reasons, Algeria could not be neatly fitted into the emerging 
pattern of the French Community. The majority of the colons per- 
sistently demanded continued integration with France, while the in- 
digenous population fought with equal insistence for independence. 
The Fourth Republic of France fell as a result of this apparently in- 
soluble dilemma. It continued to be a severe irritant to the Fifth 
Republic as well, since protracted warfare over the issue steadily drained 
the resources of the mother country. In a bold and dramatic move, 
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President de Gaulle in 1959 attempted to break the impasse by offering 
three alternatives to Algeria: integration, eventual complete independ- 
ence, or voluntary association in the French Community. A year later, 
in a popular referendum on the Algerian question, a large majority of 
the population of France and her overseas territories supported the 
President in his offer. Himself favoring a voluntarily associated Algeria 
in the French Community, De Gaulle consistently attempted to use his 
great prestige to bring about a compromise between the demands of 
the long-embattled French colons and the indigenous Algerian peoples. 
At first, this policy achieved only slow and halting success. Extremism 
on both sides repeatedly stalled all progress. But in 1962 De Gaulle’s 
solution prevailed and Algeria received her independence. Shortly there- 
after, a mass exodus of colons from Algeria fundamentally changed the 
internal political complexion of that newly independent country. 

The Netherlands, Belgium, Portugal, and Spain are known as the 
lesser colonial powers of the West. On the whole, their record is less 
enlightened than that of the major powers. For three hundred years the 
East Indies were one vast sugar plantation yielding enormous revenues 
for the Dutch government. The indigenous population was compelled 
to give up its land, volunteer its labor, and generally devote itself to the 
improvement of the economy on behalf of the Netherlands. Severe fam- 
ines, a sharp population decline in the colony, and primitive labor condi- 
tions characterized the period from 1600 to 1900. Not until the twentieth 
century were somewhat more enlightened welfare and educational poli- 
cies adopted and the rudiments of self-government introduced through 
advisory councils. But even this paternalism came too late. When the 
Japanese forced the Dutch from the Indies, they were welcomed in many 
parts as liberators. And even when it became clear that the Japanese form 
of imperialism was even harsher than that of the Netherlands, the 
Indies refused to join the Dutch in their struggle to get the colony 
back. A determined independence movement denounced both the 
Dutch and the Japanese with a “plague on both houses,” and insisted 
on a sovereign state of Indonesia. This goal was realized in 1949 and 
motivated a major policy change on the part of the Netherlands in 
what remained of her colonial empire. The new concept, which evolved 
and was applied in Dutch island possessions in the Caribbean, was in 
essence the commonwealth concept: voluntary association with political 
autonomy in the local affairs of the dependencies. In effect, the Nether- 
lands has emulated the British example. 

The Belgian experience again is unique. From 1908 to 1960 the 
Congo was a major source of revenue. Until 1957 all authority over the 
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Congo was in the hands of the Belgian government, which appointed a 
resident Governor-General who had the power to rule by decree. The 
distinctive aspect of the Belgian colonial experience was its enlightened 
economic and social policy. Minimum wage laws, housing and medical 
provisions, and a relatively high standard of living—among the highest 
in Africa—combined to give the colonial subjects of Belgium many 
benefits. Yet in the realm of government, the Belgian authorities were 
much less liberal. They insisted, in fact, on a policy of complete and 
uncompromising political paternalism. In 1959 this policy began to be 
confronted with rapidly spreading demands for independence. The 
Belgians, reversing their former policy, were quick to grant the forma- 
tion of elective municipal and territorial councils. But this proved not 
enough, for with each new concession the Belgians made, Congolese 
demands increased and widened. The tide of new nationalism could 
not be stemmed and in mid-1960 Belgium withdrew from its colonial 
position altogether. Their social and economic advantages notwithstand- 
ing, the Congolese—wisely or unwisely—had insisted on complete sov- 
ereignty. 

In spite of developments elsewhere, there is at least one Western 
colonial empire that has continued to live on with relatively little 
disturbance—at least until recently. That last stronghold of colonialism 
is Portugal, the first of the European states to acquire overseas territories 
and the one that will probably also be the last to have to give them up. 
In the two large Portuguese colonies in Africa—Angola and Mozam- 
bique—little has changed in five hundred years. The two colonies are 
considered integral parts of the mother country. There is highly cen- 
tralized control from Lisbon, with a Minister for overseas Portugal 
making all policy decisions. A small indigenous elite is considered 
“assimilated,” but the vast majority remain illiterate and rigorously in- 
tegrated into the Portuguese economy. Until quite recently, the Por- 
tuguese practiced conscription of labor and forced cultivation, and, for 
control purposes, maintained a strict system of internal passports. Their 
forced-labor prison colonies had become notorious throughout Africa. 
Today, Portuguese Africa is still without a doubt the most rigid West- 
ern colonial regime of our time. 

In reviewing the Western colonial record, one is able to make several 
interesting generalizations. First, all the Western empires, with the 
exception of Portugal, have adopted the commonwealth concept of vol- 
untary association or have come to terms with the prospect that sooner 
or later their colonial holdings must be liquidated altogether. It is very 
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probable indeed that in our lifetime the story of Western colonialism 
will have passed into the pages of history. 

Second, it is significant that at first the new nationalism was most 
vociferous and insistent in its demands in those dependencies, like the 
Bnitish, which had enjoyed the most liberal colonial regimes. The more 
the colonial administrators taught the colonial elite about democracy, 
the more the demand for democracy made itself heard. It is not an 
accident that the most repressive colonial regime, that of Portugal, has 
been the last to be troubled by political unrest. In part this may be 
explained by the fact that Portugal, itself an authoritarian regime, has 
managed so ruthlessly to insulate its African population and, hence, to 
deprive it of outside contacts and standards of comparison. This ob- 
servation might lead a Machiavellian observer to the paradoxical con- 
clusion that the virtues rather than the vices of the West led to the 
graveyard of Western colonialism. Yet this would be very shortsighted. 
For if, as seems the case, the disappearance of colonialism is sooner or 
later inevitable, there are far greater advantages—at least in the long 
run—in a policy of meeting the demands of colonial peoples gradually 
and while a spirit of mutual respect still remains. The Belgians, for 
example, by seeking to control and hold on to their colonial positions 
too uncompromisingly, in the end not only lost out completely in the 
Congo but reaped widespread international ill will as well. ‘The British, 
in contrast, have been rewarded for their more liberal policies in India 
by the continuation of valuable political and economic bonds between 
the two countries as well as by deep admiration on the part of Western 
and non-Western peoples alike. Thus, it is likely that, if Portugal re- 
mains adament on her colonies, more “wars of liberation” like the 
Indian invasion of Goa in 1961 will result. The 1963 Addis Ababa Con- 
ference of African nations, which agreed to use force if necessary against 
South Africa and Portugal, made public the writing on the wall. 

The third observation that can be noted about Western colonialism 
is that though it is in fact in the process of liquidation, it continues to be 
denounced as the new nations’ most mortal threat. Although, as we 
have seen, there have been very different types of Western colonialism, 
it tends to be represented and reacted to as one and the same reprehen- 
sible phenomenon. Communist expansion, on the other hand, has so far 
largely escaped this kind of wariness and opposition. Most of the repre- 
sentatives at the Bandung Conference, held in April 1955 by twenty- 
nine Asian and African nations in Bandung, Indonesia, had the West 
in mind when the Conference resolved that “colonialism in all its mani- 
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festations is an evil which should speedily be brought to an end.” The 
suggestion by the delegate from Ceylon that the Soviet Union was 
practising colonialism in Eastern Europe was rejected by Prime Min- 
ister Nehru of India—the major spokesman at the Conference—who 
declared that there was no such thing as Soviet colonialism. There has 
been some modification of this attitude since the Hungarian revolution 
and the Communist Chinese incursions into Tibetan and Indian ter- 
titory. But the primarily Western connotation of colonialism has per- 
sisted, and was reasserted at the Belgrade Conference of nonaligned 
nations in 1961 and again in Cairo in 1964. The United Nations, too, 
has been a major arena for the colonial struggle. Relentlessly, the new 
nationalist powers, steadily growing in numbers and strength, have de- 
manded the “speedy and complete end of Western colonialism” in all 
organs of the world organization. 

The United Nations was unwilling to stop India from annexing the 
Portuguese enclave of Goa and was actually used as the vehicle for 
effecting the transfer of West New Guinea from Holland to Indonesia. 
These precendents seem to indicate that the world organization is un- 
likely to interfere with the liquidation of colonialism even if that 
liquidation may at times be accompanied by a show of force. 

Perhaps the most important claim of the new nationalism is its 
insistence that it provides the only viable answer to Western colonial- 
ism. We are now ready to test this claim objectively. We have examined 
the anatomy of both the new nationalism and Western colonialism. It 
now remains to study their interaction. In order to gain the broadest 
possible perspective, we have chosen three case studies of such inter- 
action, one from each of the major geographic areas of conflict. Asia, 
Africa, and the Middle East. 


Nationalism and Colonialism: Patterns of Interaction 


DEMOCRATIC NATIONALISM: THE CASE OF INDIA 


The unique character of modern Indian nationalism has its roots 
in the tremendous power of-the religions that shaped the nature of 
ancient Indian society. Any analysis of Indian nationalism must there- 
fore begin with an examination of the three great religions of India: 
Hinduism, Buddhism, and Islam. 

Ancient Hinduism was an austere doctrine subscribing to the view 
that the cause of all evil in the world was human desire. The path 
toward redemption, therefore, lay in man’s capacity to extinguish desire 
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within himself through an act of will, and thus reach a state of Nirvana. 
Hinduism conceived of life as a never-ending cycle, or karma. Death 
simply meant passage into another incarnation of life. The form this 
new incarnation would take depended on performance in the previous 
one. Hence, it was quite possible for a man to pass into a lower or a 
higher form of life. The standard of excellence toward which the Hindu 
was to aspire was the attainment of Nirvana, or renunciation of desire. 
Since men were by nature unequal, only a few could attain this goal. 
This concept of the inequality of men was expressed in the social 
structure of ancient India, the caste system. Society was divided into 
four rigidly separated castes: the Brahmins, or priests, who had come 
closest to the Hindu ideal; the warriors who were to defend the society; 
the merchants; and the laborers. Actually, the social system was even 
more complex, since each caste had numerous subdivisions. At the 
bottom of the social pyramid were the outcasts, or pariahs, also known 
as “untouchables.” 

The great inroads made by Buddhism in ancient India may be ex- 
plained largely in terms of the austerity of the Hindu doctrine. While 
Buddhism, too, was directed toward the afterlife, its view of man was 
much more optimistic. Under its influence, the Nirvana concept grad- 
ually changed from a doctrine of extinction and renunciation to a goal 
not unlike the Christain paradise. The figure of the Bodhisattva entered 
Indian life—the priest who, though entitled to enter Nirvana, has 
decided to postpone his own entrance in order to show the way to 
others. Late Buddhism, in fact, steered away more and more from the 
austerity of the Hindu faith. Sometimes only a few invocations would 
suffice to gain entrance to Nirvana, and Bodhisattvas frequently became 
deities who played the role of “social workers,” assisting their less for- 
tunate brethren. Despite this radical transformation of Hinduism, it 
must be remembered that Buddhism was able to grow out of Hinduism 
because the latter lent itself to the absorption of new forms of faith 
quite readily. 

The third major religion of ancient India—Islam—stands in striking 
contrast to the other two. It came to India around 1000 a.p. Unlike 
Buddhism, Islam was never absorbed by the Hindus. The only attribute 
which Islam shares with its predecessor is its accent on the hereafter; 
there the similarity ends. While the Hindu worships a pantheon of 
gods, Islam is strictly monotheistic. While the Hindu structured his 
society along rigid caste lines, the Moslem believed in the doctrine of 
the equality of men under God. The Hindu made no effort to convert 
others to his faith; Islam, like medieval Christianity, tended to prosely- 
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tize by the sword. Even the social customs differed sharply. The Hindu 
was forbidden to eat beef, the Moslem was enjoined from eating pork. 
Worship in Hindu temples was often accompanied by music, whereas 
the Moslem in his mosque insisted on strict silence. The two religions 
were virtually irreconcilable. After sections of India in the northeast 
and the northwest were conquered by Moslems, the Hindus tended to 
regard them as another caste to be kept rigidly separate. The religious 
conflict between Hinduism and Islam still exists, and is at the root of 
the struggle between India and Pakistan. Thus, by the time the West 
arrived there, India was a society politically divided, a society in which 
two radically different ways of life competed for the allegiance of the 
population: Hinduism, which was pacifist, tolerant of dissension, and 
absorptive; and Islam, which was militant, exclusive, and dogmatic. 

British rule in India was established in the early seventeenth century 
through the instrument of the East India Company. In their campaigns 
to gain control of the subcontinent, the British followed a strategy of 
“divide and rule.” The many satraps were played against each other 
until, by the late eighteenth century, most of India was in British hands. 

The administration of British India presents a story full of contradic- 
tions, harmony, and conflict. The coming of the British added yet an- 
other element to the already highly complex Indian society. Christianity 
was brought to India, and yet the materialism of the Christian colonizers 
stood in stark contrast to the spiritualism of the Hindu. The individual- 
ism of the British differed sharply from the group-centered culture of 
India. The democratic ideal of equality seemed strange to the caste- 
conscious Hindu. The British tried very hard, on the whole, to harmon- 
ize these many conflicts, and sometimes succeeded. 

In the pattern of indirect rule initiated by the British, a Viceroy was 
put in charge of colonial administration. Local customs were left intact 
so long as they did not present a direct threat to the British presence or 
radically offend the British social ethos. Thus, the British did not inter- 
fere much with the caste system, although they did insist on the aboli- 
tion of the Hindu custom of suttee, the immolation of widows on the 
funeral pyres of their husbands. They also outlawed infanticide and 
“thuggee,” the practice of sacrificing unsuspecting travelers in lonely 
mountain passes to the goddess Kali. 

The British made every effort to teach the Indians about British 
democracy, thus shaping the thinking that later was to result in the 
Indians’ demand for self-rule. Imported British law and contractual 
relationships were often superimposed upon the Indian culture. Espe- 
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cially in the later colonial period, indigenous talent was admitted into 
the civil service. On the other hand, the British often exhibited extreme 
insensitivity. For example, in 1857 a full-dress rebellion was started by 
the rumor that pig and cow fat were being used to grease cartridges in 
rifles to be employed by Hindu and Moslem recruits in the army. The 
Sepoy Rebellion of 1857 which was touched off by this incident was 
crushed by the British with extreme cruelty. 

The economic side of the Indian colonial experience presents a 
similarly mixed record. The early profits made by the East India Com- 
pany were enormous. The British flooded India with manufactured 
goods and in turn compelled the indigenous population to concentrate 
on the production of raw materials, thus causing an imbalance in the 
economy and a decline in Indian industry. On the other hand, the in- 
dustrial development of India meant the development of modern roads, 
telegraphs, harbors, mails, and railroads. Some aspects of this in- 
dustrialization did not conflict with traditional customs, but at times 
even helped to revive them. For example, a modern network of railroads 
made religious pilgrimages easier for many Hindus. Another important 
by-product of British colonialism was the rise of a whole new class of 
bankers, traders, educators, and lawyers who were to play a major role 
in the rise of the new India. 

It is impossible to say whether modern India has benefited or suffered 
more as a result of its experience with British colonialism. To be sure, 
colonialism had many unfortunate effects. It frequently meant the ex- 
ploitation of indigenous labor in order to develop the natural resources 
of the colony. And it resulted in the dislocation of the economy by 
turning the colony into a raw-material-producing area—a condition of 
“economic colonialism” that was to last much longer than its political 
counterpart. On the other hand, the British also did much to prepare 
India for the modern world: they bestowed upon the country an en- 
lightened health and education program; they provided at least the 
foundations for a higher standard of living; and they educated an elite 
of future leaders. 

In sum, then, India’s experience with Western colonialism was by 
no means entirely negative. In view of this fact, combined with the 
pacifist faith of the Hindu religion, it is not surprising that when the 
nationalist reaction in India came, it followed an essentially nonviolent 
and democratic path. 

The Indian nationalist movement was marked by the overwhelmingly 
powerful personality of Mahatma Gandhi. Gandhi was the spiritual 
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father of the Indian Congress, the nationalist resistance organization 
under the British which, without his unifying influence, would have 
been destroyed by factionalism. Indeed, without the charismatic leader- 
ship of Gandhi, Indian nationalism might well have run a very different 
and far more violent course. 

Gandhi’s nationalism was rooted in the Hindu doctrine of ahimsa, 
or noninjury to any living being. This concept was translated into the 
political doctrine of passive resistance, or “civil disobedience,” a tech- 
nique of nationalist assertion that the British found very embarrassing. 
Gandhi, himself of peasant stock, lived most unpretentiously. He used 
a spinning wheel to produce his few garments. He denied himself all 
comforts and often endured long fasts in order to find support for his 
causes. When, in 1930, the British imposed a heavy tax on salt, Gandhi 
walked 165 miles to the sea to make his own salt. His example of em- 
ploying a spinning wheel led to a widespread boycott of foreign cloth. 
Rather than cooperate with the British, he exhorted the population to 
go to jail. He himself was frequently imprisoned. But always, he em- 
phasized the nonviolent character of Indian nationalism. His rejection 
of bloodshed as a deplorable aberration was, indeed, the movement’s 
most basic moral and political principle. The steady advance toward 
independence made by India between 1900 and 1947 was due in large 
measure to Gandhi’s insistence on spiritual rather than physical power. 

Despite his enormous influence, Gandhi was unable to forge Indian 
nationalism into a cohesive whole. The Congress was always viewed 
with suspicion by the Moslems of the colony who feared persecution at 
the hands of a Hindu majority once India became independent. 
Though he tried his utmost to do so, Gandhi never succeeded in com- 
posing the differences between the two faiths. In the end, in 1948, he 
was assassinated by a Hindu fanatic who found the Mahatma’s dogged 
attempts at reconciliation unbearable. 

The Moslems early developed their own nationalist organization, the 
Moslem League. Its leader, Mohammed Ali Jinnah, insisted on the 
creation of a separate state of Pakistan for the Moslem minority. The 
great chasm between Hinduism and Islam robbed the Indian nationalist 
movement of much of its effectiveness. Often the two antagonists feared 
each other more than they did the colonial rule of Britain. The depth of 
the conflict may be seen from the fact that not even the unparalleled 
prestige of Gandhi was able to persuade his Hindu followers to make 
common cause with Islam. Nor did the Moslems feel any less strongly. 
As their view was expressed by Jinnah: 
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How can you even dream of Hindu-Moslem unity? Everything pulls us 
apart: We have no intermarriages. We have not the same calendar. The 
Moslems believe in a single God, and the Hindus are idolatrous. Like the 
Christians, the Moslems believe in an equalitarian society, whereas the 
Hindus maintain their iniquitous system of castes and leave heartlessly fifty 
million Untouchables to their tragic fate, at the bottom of the social ladder.® 


It is quite possible that this intense communal strife would have 
enabled the British to maintain control over India for an indefinite 
period. But World War II forced the British to make their peace with 
the prospect of Indian sovereignty. As a condition of India’s collabora- 
tion in the war, Gandhi demanded a promise of immediate independ- 
ence. When the British hedged, the Indian leader stated caustically that 
he was unwilling to accept “a post-dated check on a bank that was 
obviously failing.” Even a British guarantee of speedy independence did 
not prevent some Indian nationalist leaders, like Subhas Chandra Bose, 
from throwing in their lot with the Japanese. After the conclusion of the 
war, it fell to the British Labour Government, which itself had always 
been severely critical of Conservative policy toward India, to honor 
Britain’s pledge. But when, in 1947, Indian nationalism finally tri- 
umphed, it left the country a house divided. In spite of Gandhi’s re- 
peated fasts and prayer meetings against it, partition seemed the only 
practicable solution. Hence, India and Pakistan emerged from British 
colonial rule as two separate sovereign states. 

The triumph of nationalism in India was thus severely marred by the 
tragedy of partition. Three staggering problems were the direct result of 
this tragedy. The first aftermath of partition was a gigantic population 
exchange, one of the most massive in history. Over seven million Hindus, 
fearful of persecution in Pakistan, frantically sought refuge in India, and 
a similar number of Moslems fled to safety from India to Pakistani soil. 
The integration of these millions of refugees presented an almost insur- 
mountable problem to both of the new states. 

The second problem was economic in nature. Colonial India had been 
an economic unit for centuries and now suddenly found itself divided 
into three parts: India, East Pakistan, and West Pakistan. East Pakistan, 
formerly East Bengal, was separated from West Pakistan by almost one 
thousand miles of Indian territory. These two Moslem enclaves, dating 
from the Moslem conquest, had in common their religion but almost 
nothing else—not even language. Regional jealousies and economic com- 
petition immediately rose to the surface between the two Pakistans. 
Worse, Pakistan and India almost at once began economic warfare. 
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India devalued her rupee, but Pakistan refused to follow suit. Jute, an 
important raw material grown mostly in Bengal, now became prohibi- 
tively expensive in India. In short, the three parts of the Indian sub- 
continent, which for centuries had been operating as an economic entity, 
now found themselves in the throes of a destructive economic feud. 
Overshadowing all the other disputes between the two new nations was 
the struggle for contested territory, especially the princely state of Kash- 
mir. India demanded Kashmir on the ground that its ruler had been a 
Hindu, but Pakistan claimed the state on the basis that over three fourths 
of the population of Kashmir was Moslem. 

The political structures of Hindu and Moslem nationalism also 
diverged sharply after independence. India, under the leadership of 
Jawaharlal Nehru, Gandhi’s successor, immediately embarked on the 
ambitious and unprecedented experiment of shaping an overwhelmingly 
illiterate country into an advanced democracy. The Indian national 
elections of 1951-1952 were indeed an impressive performance. The new 
Indian government spared no effort to make this election a truly demo- 
cratic one, and, on the whole, succeeded admirably. The Congress Party, 
now pursuing a policy of gradual socialism patterned after the example 
of the British Labour Party, became the dominant political power, with 
Nehru as its undisputed leader. In foreign affairs, the new India began 
at once to pursue its policy of nonalignment in the conflict between East 
and West and continued its primary emphasis on the struggle against 
colonialism. Pakistan set out on a very different road. It followed the 
general pattern of the new nationalism by developing its political struc- 
ture along authoritarian lines; yet it departed from that pattern in its 
foreign policy by almost immediately embracing the side of the West in 
the East-West struggle. 

We may now attempt to answer the question why Indian nationalism 
chose the road of democracy. Part of the answer is undoubtedly to be 
found in the pacific character of Hinduism and the personality of Gan- 
dhi, which gave the Indian nationalist movement its unique position in 
the new nationalism of former colonies. A second factor would appear 
to have been the absence in India’s historical development of a tradition 
of centralized rule. And perhaps most important of all was the peculiar 
nature of the British colonial experience, with the education in demo- 
cratic government and administration that it afforded to the men and 
women who were to become India’s future leaders. Testimony to the 
profound and lasting significance of this British policy may be seen in 
the fact that both India and Pakistan freely chose to remain members of 
the British Commonwealth after their independence had been achieved. 
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TRIBAL NATIONALISM: THE CASE OF GHANA 


The most dynamic arena of the new nationalism in our time is the 
continent of Africa. In the course of a single generation the mounting 
discontent and will to independence of the peoples of Africa have re- 
sulted in the liquidation of most of three massive Western empires— 
the British, French, and Belgian—whose imperial rule had lasted for 
centuries. Only Portugal’s increasingly restive colonies and a handful of 

_minor Western enclaves remain as the rearguard of a passing age. The 
pacemaker of the new African nationalism has been the state of Ghana, 
formerly known as the British Gold Coast, the first African colony to 
receive its independence in the twentieth century. When Ghana became 
a sovereign state on March 6, 1957, the frenzied shouts of jubilation 
celebrating its triumph sounded the death knell of the Western empires 
in all of Africa. The present case study will analyze the rise of national- 
ism in the Gold Coast which led to the creation of Ghana. 

Little is known about the Gold Coast’s early history. There are records 
of an ancient tribal kingdom by the name of Ghana, but there seems to 
be no continuity between it and the Gold Coast. This ancient civilization 
was ruled by a chief in consultation with village elders. The process of 
decision-making was a curious mixture of democratic and authoritarian 
principles. When an issue had to be decided, the chief summoned the 
council of elders and fully discussed all aspects of the problem. Everyone 
was invited to express his view. The decision itself was reached by the 
chief, and to question that decision was treason. If a chief consistently 
made bad decisions, the village elders were likely to depose or kill him 
and select a new chief. 

This form of tribal rule might at first glance seem archaic or “primi- 
tive.” Actually, however, it is not so remote from the twentieth century 
as might appear. It is, in fact, reminiscent of Lenin’s doctrine of “demo- 
cratic centralism”: free discussion of policy in the Politbureau, but 
unquestioning adherence to it once the policy is reached. Nor is it alto- 
gether far-fetched to note the analogy between the jealousies and strife 
among tribal elders and the brutal struggle for successorship to Lenin 
that occurred in the Soviet Union in the 1920’s. In view of the wide- 
spread prevalence of this type of political heritage among formerly tribal 
peoples, it is not difficult to understand why the new nationalism in 
Africa tends to lean toward authoritarian—although not necessarily 
Soviet—political forms. And ancient Ghana, though unique as a civiliza- 
tion, was typical of the rest of Africa in the sense that it had little if any 
tradition in political democracy. 
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The first Western colonizers to visit the Gold Coast were the Portu- 
guese in search of gold. They were displaced briefly by the Dutch and 
finally, in the nineteenth century, firm control of the colony was estab- 
lished by the British. Great Britain’s colonial administration of the Gold 
Coast was, on the whole, enlightened. Slavery, the greatest evil of West- 
ern colonialism, largely preceded the British period. It is true that the 
Gold Coast was turned into a single-crop economy and that the colony 
became a major producer of cocoa, all of which was marketed through 
London. In fact, the colony’s entire economy was made dependent on 
that of the mother country. Yet on the other hand, British colonialism 
also accomplished a great deal that was positive. Cannibalism, ritualized 
murder, and tribal warfare were reduced by the British; epidemics that 
had scourged many of the tribes for centuries were brought under con- 
trol; droughts, famines, and other disasters were dealt with by modern 
methods; and—not least important for the future—the country was 
equipped with railroads and other means of communication. Though all 
these benefits, to be sure, were instituted in the first instance for the 
convenience of the colonizers, their effect on the indigenous population 
was immense. Perhaps the most important of the positive by-products of 
British rule in the Gold Coast was education. In their educational insti- 
tutions the British taught the Africans about the mother country. And 
once having heard about the rule of law, Magna Carta, and the Bill of 
Rights, the independent minds among the African students soon began 
to ask themselves—and then their colonial masters—why the British did 
not practice what they preached. Could the color bar be reconciled with 
the rule of law? Was colonialism compatible with the Bill of Rights? 
Such questions, inherent though often unanticipated in Britain’s colonial 
educational policy itself, were to become the tinder of the Gold Coast’s 
fiery nationalism. 

Nationalism in the Gold Coast thus consisted of a combination of 
factors that together became explosive. Often these factors were not 
experienced as “nationalism” by the African population itself, but found 
expression in their reactions to specific crises. One of the most important 
of these crises was the economic one of recurrent unemployment in the 
colony’s cocoa industry. ‘This created much hardship among the popu- 
lation and resulted in mounting bitterness against the British, who were 
held” responsible. Another factor was the determined leadership of 
Western-educated nationalists like Dr. Kwame Nkrumah. Ever ready to 
use the economic crises to exact concessions from the British, these 
native leaders insisted upon demand after demand without let-up. And 
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the more the British yielded, the more concessions were asked of them. 
Indeed, the fact that Gold Coast nationalism finally triumphed—and 
especially in the manner in which it did so—was once again, as in India, 
due in no small measure to the flexibility of the colonial power itself. 

The earliest nationalist body in the Gold Coast under British rule was 
the Aborigine Rights Protection Society. Tribal warfare among its leaders 
slowed its advance, but in 1925 the British Governor appointed some of 
its members to serve in native councils in an advisory capacity. After this 
initial concession, the advisory councils steadily grew in importance. In 
1946 the British granted the Gold Coast a new Constitution, stipulating 
that the advisory councils be elected rather than appointed. The function 
of the councils was still not to make policy but to criticize and modify 
the decisions taken by the British. Thereafter, however, the major con- 
cern of Gold Coast nationalism was less with the machinery of govern- 
ment than with the development of native leadership that could sup- 
plant the British in operating it. The story of the development of this 
leadership is primarily the drama of Dr. Nkrumah. 

Dr. Nkrumah was educated at Lincoln University, in the United 
States. In the course of his liberal arts training he was exposed to the 
teachings of Christianity and Gandhi as well as to the system of Karl 
Marx and the experiments of Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal. 
Aspects of all of these lessons were destined to be applied in the social 
laboratory of the Gold Coast. Dr. Nkrumah returned to the colony in 
1948, at a time when the Gold Coast was in the grip of riots which had 
been sparked by a major crisis in the cocoa industry. Nkrumah was no 
longer content merely with the existing advisory councils, but insisted 
that the Gold Coast be given full Dominion status. The British ap- 
pointed an able negotiator, Sir Charles Arden-Clarke, who thought that 
this demand was premature. Nkrumah, following the example of Gan- 
dhi, encouraged the population to civil disobedience. As a result, he was 
sentenced to two years in jail. During this period he became a national 
hero. Africans on the Gold Coast now looked to the United States for 
inspiration in their cause. They adapted their own version of “John 
Brown’s Body” and could be heard singing: “Kwame Nkrumah’s body 
lies amouldering in jail, but his soul goes marching out.” In 1951, with 
Nkrumah still incarcerated, Sir Arden-Clarke decided to grant a general 
election. In this election the nationalist leader emerged victorious in 34 
out of 38 constituencies. He was released from prison to become the first 
Prime Minister of the Gold Coast. By 1952 virtually all internal matters 
were in Nkrumah’s hands, though foreign affairs, especially foreign trade, 
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were still controlled by the British. The next four years were spent in a 
strenuous fight to have these vestiges of colonial rule removed. Finally, 
in September 1956, the British yielded and promised full independence. 
On March 6, 1957, Dr. Nkrumah’s hour of triumph arrived. 

With the battle for political independence won, the new nationalism 
in Ghana has tended to revert to the authoritarian heritage of the ancient 
kingdom. Dr. Nkrumah has had little patience with the development of 
opposition parties, with the result that Ghana has become virtually a 
one-party state. In fact, the most articulate leaders of the opposition 
have been sent into exile. Statues of the independence leader are dis- 
played prominently throughout Accra, the capital. While Western po- 
litical institutions, such as a legislative assembly and a court system, 
continue to exist, they seem more and more like a thin veneer super- 
imposed on a society that firmly believes in the indispensability of its 
chief, Dr. Nkrumah. The Premier’s philosophy of Pan-Africanism is also 
an echo of the ancient African kingdom. 

The achievement of political sovereignty in Ghana did not immedi- 
ately usher in full independence in all respects. Most importantly, the 
new state still had to face the problem of decolonializing its economy. 
In the case of Ghana, as in most of the other African colonies, the 
economic heritage of colonialism was harder to erase than its political 
counterpart. Ghana’s entire cocoa crop, the country’s main source of 
income, was dependent on British markets. Under the colonial adminis- 
tration, the British had incurred the wrath of the cocoa growers by keep- 
ing down prices and using the resulting profits for improvements in the 
colony and higher dividends for foreign shareholders. With independ- 
ence won, Dr. Nkrumah has become the cocoa growers’ target in their 
demands for higher prices. But the Premier has refused to yield, remain- 
ing adamant for at least three reasons: partly because the new govern- 
ment has needed money for public education and other improvements; 
partly because consumption increases have had to be kept below produc- 
tion increases so as to guarantee a healthy rate of capital formation; and 
partly to make possible the financing of an army which, though it might 
not be needed militarily, would add appreciably to the new state’s pres- 
tige. In view of this post-independence dilemma, it has been suggested 
by some observers that Dr. Nkrumah’s political authoritarianism has 
been less a matter of choice than of necessity—that it has been made 
necessary by the nature of the country’s economic conditions and that it 
will remain so until Ghana’s vulnerable one-crop economy is at last 
diversified. More specifically, these observers point out, if Nkrumah were 
to permit an unfettered opposition, its first demand would be for higher 
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cocoa prices, and these, if granted, would correspondingly reduce the 
funds available for badly needed public improvements. However this 
may be, an interesting analogy suggests itself between Ghana and the 
history of most of the countries of Latin America. Immediately after 
Portuguese and Spanish colonial rule in Latin America had disintegrated, 
the continent was plagued by strife, disease, and abject poverty and 
underdevelopment. The new republics quickly turned into dictatorships, 
with one strong man following another. Yet the basic problems te- 
mained. Only the gradual improvement in the standard of living and the 
general welfare proved capable of creating the soil in which parliamen- 
tary institutions could grow. Hence it took more than a century for 
independence from political colonialism to be followed by the emergence 
in Latin America of forms of government that could be called truly 
democratic. 

In conclusion, the case of Ghana illustrates the dynamics of the new 
nationalism in several important respects. It in large measure owed its 
rapid success to the enlightened policies of its British colonial adminis- 
trators. Once triumphant, it tended to revert to the authoritarian pattern 
of the past. This trend was accentuated by the fact that economic coloni- 
alism continued into the era of political independence and seemed, 
almost, to require some form of authoritarian rule for its liquidation. 
Indeed, the question of whether the new Western parliamentary insti- 
tutions grafted onto ancient tribal customs will be victorious in Ghana, 
or whether the old tribal authoritarianism will ultimately dominate in 
some new form, would seem to depend above all on what happens to 
the new nation’s economy. Finally, the Pan-African movement led by 
Ghana suggests that the new nationalism may even bear within it the 
seeds of imperialism, though this time not white and Western, but by 
and among Africans themselves. 


COMPETITIVE NATIONALISM: THE MIDDLE EAST 

Perhaps the most perplexing problems raised by the new nationalism 
occur when it takes different and hostile forms in the same geographic 
area. In such cases, its energies are divided between the struggle against 
colonialism on the one hand and, on the other, the struggle for dom- 
inance among the emerging nations themselves. This has most notably 
been the case in the Middle East, which has in fact been undergoing 
a threefold nationalistic struggle: Arabs versus Arabs, Arabs versus Israel, 
and Arabs versus Western colonialism. 

Modern Arab nationalism harks back to the proud tradition of the 
Arab Empire, which profoundly influenced medieval Europe between 
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the ninth and the twelfth centuries. This empire, which contributed 
much to the advancement of science and philosophy, was eventually 
conquered by the Ottoman Turks and remained under Turkish rule 
until World War I. During this period the great Arab civilization stag- 
nated. Only the gradual disintegration of the Ottoman Empire and 
the coming of Western colonialism to the Arab world reawakened the 
Arabs’ awareness of their great and distinctive heritage. And under the 
impact of such events as Napoleon’s expedition to Egypt, the construc- 
tion of the Suez Canal, and the British military occupation of Egypt, 
this Arab awareness turned into an ever more conscious and militant 
nationalism. Hence in the Arab world, as elsewhere, the new nationalism 
arose in the first instance as a reaction against the establishment of 
Western colonialism. 

Leadership in the expression of Arab nationalism was first assumed 
by Egypt. Though the British granted the Egyptians formal independ- 
ence in 1922, this in effect amounted to little more than local autonomy, 
with even that being extensively qualified so as to protect continuing 
British interests in the country. As a result, nationalist agitation steadily 
grew and was kept in check only through the British-backed authoritar- 
ianism of the Egyptian monarchy. 

The culmination of Egyptian nationalism came with the overthrow 
of the monarchy and the rise to power in 1952 of Colonel Gamal Abdel 
Nasser, a young officer in the Egyptian army. Nasser not only assumed 
the leadership of Egypt but also immediately announced himself as 
the self-appointed leader of the entire Arab nationalist movement, 
pledging his dedication to the ideal of “an Arab Nation from the 
Atlantic to the Persian Gulf.” An all-out, Egyptian-led Arab struggle 
was declared against both Zionism and colonialism. In addition, Presi- 
dent Nasser promised extensive economic reforms which were to turn 
his nation into a modern industrial state. In 1958 Syria was absorbed 
into Egypt and from the union of these two countries a new nation 
was born, the United Arab Republic. The new Egypt seemed launched 
on the imperialist path. 

At this juncture, Nasser’s bid for leadership of Arab nationalism 
began to encounter competition. Much of the Arab world—Saudi Arabia, 
Jordan, Libya, and Morocco—was still governed by absolute monarchs. 
These rulers were deeply suspicious of Egypt’s ambitions. Even though 
dynastic feuds of long standing had kept relations among some of these 
monarchs strained—as, for example, the feud between Saudi Arabia 
and King Hussein of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan—they presented 
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a united front against the new nationalism of Nasser. In this struggle, 
however, the traditional monarchical nationalism fought a losing battle. 
Its most dramatic failure was in Iraq, whose King Faisal was assassinated 
in 1958. But though the new Iraq was now a republic, its leader, General 
Kassem, did not join forces with President Nasser. Instead, he developed 
his own ambitions to lead the Arab nationalist movement. In 1961 he 
threatened to annex the oil-rich kingdom of Kuwait, and was prevented 
only by British forces which intervened at the Sheikh’s request. Nasser 
himself suffered a setback in 1962 when Syria seceded from the United 
Arab Republic. And Kassem’s ambitions, in turn, were thwarted by the 
Baathist (Arab Renaissance) Party, which staged a coup d’etat in Bagh- 
dad in 1963 and executed the Iraqi leader. Monarchist forces also clashed 
with the new nationalism in Yemen when Saudi Arabian and Egyptian 
forces fought over that country. Thus Arab came to be set against 
Arab, not only in the struggle between the old and the new forms of 
nationalism but also in internecine warfare within the camp of the new 
nationalism itself. 

Despite these profound divisions in the Arab world there developed a 
united front of all Arabs against at least one competing form of national- 
ism in the Middle East: that of Zionism. The founder of the Zionist 
movement was Theodor Herzl, a nineteenth-century Austrian journalist, 
who was convinced that in a world of recurrent anti-Semitic pogroms 
only the establishment of a national Jewish home could safeguard the 
rights of the Jewish people. Herzl and the Zionists based their case 
primarily on the ancient Hebraic Biblical claim to the Promised Land 
from which the Jews had been driven into the Diaspora. In 1917, when 
Palestine was a British Mandate, the British issued an ambiguously 
worded document, the Balfour Declaration, in which they stated that 
the British government “looked with favor upon the establishment of 
a national Jewish home in Palestine.” The Zionist movement was much 
encouraged by this half-promise; the Arabs, on the other hand, feeling 
that Palestine was Arab territory which the British did not have the right 
to promise to anybody, were incensed. However, the destruction of six 
million Jews by the Nazis lent new vigor to the Zionist movement and 
finally, on May 15, 1948, Theodor Herzl’s dream came to be realized. 
The new State of Israel was proclaimed a sovereign national entity. 

Thereafter, the Arab-Israeli dispute turned into what was in essence 
a struggle between two competing forms of nationalism. It had, however, 
the elements of a genuine tragedy, since each side’s case, though con- 
taining points of merit, did not invalidate the case of the other. For 
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example, the Palestine refugee problem, which has been the most 
important single issue in the struggle, originated in two different inter- 
pretations of the same event. When the new state of Israel was estab- 
lished, over 800,000 Arabs left their homes. The Arab position in the 
matter has been that these refugees were forced to flee by the Zionist 
troops in order to make room for Jewish settlers. The Zionists, on the 
other hand, have claimed that the refugees fled as a result of exhortation 
by their own leaders, who wanted to use them as a political tool in 
the struggle against Israel. Approaches to a solution have also differed 
radically. The Arabs have insisted on the refugees’ right of repatriation 
to Israel and compensation for their loss of property. Israel, on the other 
hand, fearing that if the refugees were readmitted they might weaken and 
subvert the country from within, has urged that they be resettled in 
adjacent Arab lands. In the meantime, the refugees themselves have 
for over fifteen years been living a marginal camp existence, supported 
chiefly by the United Nations. It is noteworthy that the political com- 
petition between these two forms of nationalism in the Middle East 
has been so intense that the human aspects of the refugee problem have 
been all but ignored. Few attempts have been made to establish the 
refugees’ own preference between repatriation and resettlement—if, 
indeed, such a preference could after so many years of privation and 
resentment be objectively established at all. 

Similar intransigence has frustrated the resolution of every other 
Arab-Israeli conflict. The Arab nationalists have not even accepted 
the fact that Israel has long since been recognized by the United Nations 
as a legal member of the world community. Instead, in President Nasser’s 
words, they have continued to vow “to drive Israel into the sea.’ Not 
surprisingly, therefore, the conflict has resulted in countless Arab-Israeli 
border clashes, raids, and counterraids. More recently, Egypt has been 
building rockets with the aid of German scientists, while Israel has been 
developing a nuclear capacity with the help of France. The conflict has 
spilled over into the religious sphere in the continued division of the 
city of Jerusalem and the retention of restrictions on its places of wor- 
ship. And it has found expression in the area of economics through the 
Arabs’ refusal to cooperate with Israel on common irrigation projects, 
as well as in their continuing harrassment of Israeli shipping by means 
of blackades and the confiscation of Israeli-bound cargoes. 

The Arab-Israeli struggle has derived much of its tenacity from 
the fact that anti-Zionism has served as a rallying point and a unifying 
force among the disparate forces of Arab nationalism itself. Without 
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the common enemy of Israel, the precarious unity of Arab nationalism 
might well disintegrate and internecine strife destroy its momentum 
altogether. 

If one considers the Arab-Israeli dispute in psychological terms, it 
becomes clear that in the eyes of the Arab nationalists, Israel has become 
the successor to Western imperialism. Like Britain and France, Israel 
is an advanced Western-type democracy. It is, moreover, the only 
modern industrial state in the Middle East. Hence it can quite correctly 
be regarded as the only representative of democratic nationalism in the 
region. The Arab world’s antipathy to the new Jewish state on these 
grounds was strongly reinforced when, in 1956, Israel joined Britain and 
France in a punitive military expedition against Egypt. As a result of 
this action Israel is not only opposed as a competing form of nationalism; 
it is also felt to be in league with Western colonialism. This double 
resentment of Israel goes a long way in explaining why Arab hostility 
continues to be as intense and uncompromising as it is. 

The final struggle rending the Middle East is being waged between 
Arab nationalism and the remnants of Western colonialism. President 
Nasser’s nationalization of the Suez Canal in the summer of 1956 was 
in essence an act of national self-assertion against what the Egyptian 
president considered illegal colonial rule by Britain and France. The 
abortive Anglo-French attempt to destroy Nasser through military force 
in October 1956 was, in turn, an attempt to restore what the British and 
French considered their legitimate economic rights. United States inter- 
vention resulted in the withdrawal of the British and French and a 
political victory for Arab nationalism. The Suez misadventure spelled 
the end of British and French influence in the Middle East. In March 
1957 the United States sought to fill the vacuum through the promulga- 
tion of the Eisenhower Doctrine, which pledged American military 
assistance to Middle Eastern countries in order to deter Communist 
aggression. 

It is quite clear that Western colonialism in the Middle East is no 
longer a reality. Anglo-French colonial power has been removed, and 
the United States certainly has no territorial ambitions in the Middle 
East. Yet the past lives on, if only to help weld together the forces of 
Arab nationalism. President Nasser has kept alive the fear of a resurgence 
of Anglo-French colonialism. The United States, despite its pro-Egyptian 
action in 1956, continues to be suspected of latent colonial ambitions, 
largely because of its firm alliance with Britain, France, and other 
Western colonial powers in the North Atlantic ‘Treaty Organization. 
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And Israel, while in fact confronting the Arabs as a competing form of 
Middle Eastern nationalism, is viewed by them with apprehension and 
hostility as an agent of Western colonialism. 

We are thus faced with a curious paradox: In order to maintain its 
unity and drive, Arab nationalism needs the continued existence of its 
adversary, the State of Israel. Indeed, with Western colonialism in the 
Middle East now a thing of the past, the role assigned to the new Jewish 
state as a common enemy is undoubtedly the most crucial factor making 
it possible for Arab nationalism to survive at all. Ironically, therefore, 
if the avowed aim of Pan-Arabism—the destruction of Israel—were 
actually realized, it might also mean the end of a united Arab na- 
tionalism. 


As diverse as the above three case studies of the interaction between 
nationalism and colonialism are, they permit several general conclusions. 
First, it is clear that the patterns of colonial rule have varied widely, 
that the results for the colonies have been both beneficial and harmful, 
but that the new nationalism continues to view the entire Western 
colonial experience as a monolithic and unmitigated evil. Similarly, 
while the record indicates that Western colonialism is in a state of 
probably irreversible liquidation, the new nationalism acts as though 
it remained a living and ever-menacing threat. Second, it is evident 
that the new nationalism has been strongest and most successful in 
those areas where colonial rule was least repressive and most enlightened 
politically. Third, it appears from our cases that the new nationalism, 
in its battle against colonialism, is seldom a cohesive force; indeed, it 
seems to be able to draw its life-force not only from being an “‘anti-move- 
ment” directed against colonialism, but also from its confrontation 
with other and competing forms of nationalism. Fourth, there would 
seem to be a very real danger that once the new nationalism reaches its 
goal, it may spawn a new imperialism of its own. Finally, as colonialism 
passes into the pages of history, it may well be seen as the vehicle that 
brought the non-European peoples into the modern world, for better 
or for worse. Herbert Liithy has made this point well: 


Europe’s colonization of the world was neither a chain of crimes nor a 
chain of beneficence; it was the birth of the modern world itself. Not one of 
the former colonial peoples remembers it with gratitude, for it was an alien 
tule, but none wishes to turn back the clock and this perhaps is colonialism’s 
ultimate historical justification.” 
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¥ -« The Two Political 
Power Struggles 
pm Out lame 


When sorrows come, they come not single spies, 
But in battalions. 


SHAKESPEARE 
Hamlet, IV, 5 


The Interdependence of the Two Struggles 


The most significant characteristic of the international struggle for 
power in our time lies in the fact that its two principal conflicts—the 
struggle between the Communist and the non-Communist worlds, and 
that between the new nationalism of Asia, Africa, and the Middle East 
and the waning empires of Europe—are very closely and inseparably 
intertwined. At least potentially, every nation is today to a greater or 
less degree involved in both of these struggles. 

This interconnection between the East-West and the nationalism- 
colonialism conflicts has steadily increased as each of them has intensi- 
fied. In an earlier phase, the nations’ energies tended to be directed 
to only one of the two conflicts, with their involvement in the other 
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remaining obscured or unemphasized. Immediately after World War 
II, for example, the United States was inclined to perceive world affairs 
largely in terms of a division between East and West, between the 
democracies and the Communist powers. The Soviet Union, tending 
to share this chiefly East-West orientation, also paid comparatively 
little attention to the developing areas of the world. India, on the other 
hand, was above all concerned with the conflict between the new 
nationalism and colonialism, regarding the East-West struggle as of 
distinctly secondary importance. 

The most dramatic expression of this limited perception of world 
affairs by the major nations involved came to center around the term 
“neutralism.” The United States, for its part, frequently became im- 
patient with the “neutralism” shown by the new nations toward the 
issues of the East-West struggle. It viewed their reluctance to join 
the American-led system of alliances as less than responsible and saw 
their inclination to abstain in voting on East-West issues in the United 
Nations as, at best, blindness to what was really at stake in international 
relations. The new nationalist countries, on the other hand, felt strongly 
critical of the United States’ attitude of seeming detachment—politically 
as well as in the United Nations—in regard to the issues of the colonial 
struggle. India, for example, failed to understand the “neutralism” of 
the United States in the disputes between France and Algeria, the 
Netherlands and Indonesia, or Portugal and India over the disposition 
of Goa. It could not understand how the United States, itself once a 
revolutionary power, could fail to sympathize with the new nationalism 
against the colonial threat. From India’s point of view, the colonial 
struggle was paramount. The United States wanted to enlist the support 
of India and India wanted to enlist the support of the United States. 
But their causes, and therefore their perceptions of the struggle, differed 
sharply. Each was quick to accuse the other of indifference in the battle 
which really mattered. In other words, the perception of each remained 
limited to one of the two great power struggles. 

As the new nationalism continued to gain ground during the 1950’s, 
both East and West became increasingly aware that the objectives of 
the new nations could no longer be ignored. Recognizing the need for 
allies in the prosecution of the East-West conflict, the United States 
and the Soviet Union alike found it in their self-interest to pay greater 
and greater heed to the colonial struggle. And as each searched for 
friends and prospective allies among the new nations, the involvement 
of each in the colonial struggle became more extensive. At the same 
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time, the new nationalist powers took increasing cognizance of the East- 
West struggle and began wherever possible to exploit it to gain ad- 
vantages in their fight against colonialism. Thus the international power 
struggle came more and more to resemble a game of three-dimensional 
chess. 

In a dramatic reversal of its traditional foreign policy, the United 
States surrounded itself with a ring of defensive alliances against Com- 
munist expansion. It was instrumental in the forging of NATO, OAS, 
SEATO, and ANZUS—all of them regional military alliances. In addi- 
tion, it concluded bilateral defense agreements with Japan, South Korea, 
Formosa, and the Philippines. Altogether, the United States became 
allied with forty-two nations. Moreover, though not technically a mem- 
ber, it pledged its support to the Central Treaty Organization 
(CENTO), linking Britain, Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan in the common 
defense of the Middle East. (For an analysis of these military alliance 
systems, see Chapter 6.) 

In its quest for allies, the United States thus made it its policy to 
woo both nationalist and colonial powers. On the one hand, through 
NATO, it found itself allied with all the great Western colonial powers 
—Britain, France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Portugal. On the 
other, it simultaneously courted the newly emerged nations that were, 
or had recently been engaged in, all-out conflict with the colonial 
powers. As a result, prospective allies against Communism frequently 
tended to be incompatible and to be more fearful of each other than of 
the alleged common enemy, the Soviet Union. This was the situation 
when the United States attempted to persuade India, Indonesia, and 
Burma to join SEATO. These nations rebuffed the United States’ over- 
tures, in large part because they suspected the United States of sympa- 
thizing with the colonial powers in view of its alliance with them in 
NATO. 

Most of the new nations have pursued a policy of remaining uncom- 
mitted in the East-West struggle. They have felt that such a “neutralist”’ 
course mitigated East-West tensions and, most importantly, netted them 
the greatest advantages in gaining their own objectives. The United 
States, attempting to attract both colonial and anticolonial powers into 
its antiiCommunist defense system, has found it in its interest to pursue 
an equally “neutralist” policy toward the colonial struggle. For if it 
supported the new nationalism too strongly, it would jeopardize its 
alliance with its partners in NATO, and if it identified itself too closely 
with the colonial powers, it would incur the certain hostility of the new 
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nationalism. Since either eventuality would accrue to the benefit of the 
Soviet Union, the United States has confronted most of the major 
colonial disputes with a Hamlet-like posture, refusing to commit itself 
or indicate its unqualified support for either side. It has pursued a 
similarly detached strategy—for similar reasons—in the struggles that 
have occurred between various of the new nations themselves. On the 
one hand, to assure the flow of essential oil to its NATO allies, it has 
supported such old monarchical forms of nationalism as that of Saudi 
Arabia. On the other, wanting above all to prevent their absorption into 
the Communist orbit, it has also maintained a measure of commitment 
to the new Arab nationalism of President Nasser of the United Arab 
Republic and General Kassem of Iraq. At the same time, Arab hostility 
notwithstanding, it has recognized and supported the new Jewish state 
of Israel. In each case, that is, the United States has done its utmost to 
prevent the anticolonial nations from feeling it necessary to align them- 
selves with the Soviet Union, and to secure the pacification of whatever 
disputes existed among them. The logic of the policy of pacification has 
been that only when differences among the new nations are reconciled, 
can they be persuaded to turn their attention to the East-West struggle. 

The United States’ desire to keep itself as attractive as possible to as 
diverse a group of nations as possible has not been the only obstacle 
standing in the way of a more consistent and forceful anticolonial posture. 
A further complicating factor has been America’s own historical tradition 
in the matter of colonialism. For the fact is that the United States finds 
itself in the unique position of having been both an anticolonial and a 
colonial power. In its successful battle for independence from Britain 
in 1776, the United States waged the first major anticolonial struggle 
in modern history. This American example, along with the Declaration 
of Independence in which it was proclaimed, have inspired and guided 
nationalist leaders throughout the world and have made it difficult for 
them to understand American “neutralism” on the question of colonial- 
ism in our time. Yet it is no less a fact that in the late nineteenth century 
the United States became involved in an experience of its own as a 
colonial power, albeit reluctantly and with an exceedingly bad conscience. 
For in the wake of the Spanish-American War, the Philippines were 
annexed and Puerto Rico, Guam, Hawaii, and the Samoan Islands 
became American territories. Nevertheless, official American terminology 
never referred to these possessions as “colonies” nor to the United States 
itself as an “empire.” Indeed, the effect of this bad conscience was an 
attempt to humanize the United States’ venture into colonialism and 
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to establish as its eventual goal the giving of self-government and inde- 
pendence to the areas concerned. How ambivalent were American feel- 
ings upon becoming a colonial power may be gathered from President 
McKinley’s report of his reflections on his decision in 1898 to keep the 
Philippines: 


The truth is I didn’t want the Philippines and when they came to us as a 
gift from the gods, I did not know what to do about them. . . . I sought 
counsel from all sides—Democrats as well as Republicans—but got little 
help. I thought first we would take only Manila; then Luzon; then other 
islands, perhaps, also. I walked the floor of the White House night after 
night until midnight; I am not ashamed to tell you, gentlemen, that I went 
down on my knees and prayed to Almighty God for light and guidance more 
than one night. 

And one night late it came to me this way, I don’t know how it was, but 
it came: (1) that we could not give them back to Spain—that would be 
cowardly and dishonorable; (2) that we could not turn them over to France 
or Germany—our commercial rivals in the Orient—that would be bad busi- 
ness and discreditable; (3) that we could not leave them to themselves— 
they were unfit for self-government—and they would soon have anarchy and 
mistule over there worse than Spain’s was; and (4) that there was nothing 
left for us to do but to take them all, and to educate the Filipinos, and 
uplift and civilize and Christianize them and by God’s grace do the very 
best we could by them, as our fellow-men for whom Christ also died. And 
then I went to bed, and went to sleep and slept soundly. . . * 


By the end of the first half of the twentieth century, the United States 
had almost ended its entire colonial experiment. Franklin Delano Roose- 
velt’s “Good Neighbor Policy” had replaced American intervention in 
Latin America; Puerto Rico had been prepared for limited self-govern- 
ment; and Hawaii and Alaska were ready to be absorbed as states into 
the Union. The Philippines received their political independence in 
1946, although a high degree of economic dependence on the United 
States continued. The distinctive aspect of the American colonial ex- 
perience was the fact that, unlike the British, French, or Dutch colonies, 
most American possessions, save for the Philippines, came to see as 
their ultimate goal not independence from the United States but full- 
fledged and permanent membership in the American union. 

In contrast to the dilemmas faced in regard to the “colonial-anti- 
colonial” struggle by the United States, the Soviet Union has had a 
comparatively easy time of it and has benefited accordingly. Communism 
has not had to contend with a choice between nationalism and colonial- 
ism. It has clearly and almost without exception been in the Soviet 
Union’s interest to give unqualified support to the new nationalism in 
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its conflict with the Western colonial powers. This policy has served 
the twofold purpose of winning the new nations’ good will for the Soviet 
Union and, at the same time, of weakening NATO by hastening the 
dissolution of the Western empires. 

Nor are the new nationalist powers any less advantage-minded in their 
conduct vis-a-vis the East-West struggle. They have shown themselves 
prepared to use whatever opportunities come their way to utilize this 
struggle to enhance their own positions, both in the competition among 
themselves and in their conflicts with Western colonialism. In July 
1960, for example, Premier Patrice Lumumba of the new Republic of 
the Congo threatened to request the intervention of Soviet troops in 
order to expel the Belgians. The Soviet Union immediately responded 
by denouncing “Belgian imperialism,” hoping thereby to widen the gulf 
between Belgium and the Congolese. This in turn compelled the United 
States to respond, though in line with its own national interest it brought 
its power to bear for a conciliation of the dispute. In any case, here as 
in numerous similar situations, the super-powers have become involved 
in the colonial struggle less of their own initiative than as a result of 
the conscious designs of the new nations themselves. Indeed, the exis- 
tence of the East-West struggle has in many instances been a great 
boon to the newly sovereign states. Ready to be wooed by either side, 
and sometimes by both simultaneously, they have often acquired much 
greater international bargaining power than would have been possible 
on the basis of their own national capabilities alone. 

While it may appear from the above discussion that the Soviet Union 
is in an incomparably better position to gain the allegiance of the new 
nationalist powers than is the United States, this is not entirely true. 
For though the Soviet Union has consistently supported the new na- 
tionalism, the record indicates that Communism—once in power—is 
itself inclined to look with hostility upon the politics of national self- 
determination. It attempted to destroy Yugoslav “nationalism”; it 
rigidly controlled Polish “nationalism”; and it ruthlessly crushed the 
Hungarian revolt for national independence. In East Asia, Communist 
China has permitted little independence to North Korea and North 
Vietnam and has completely crushed Tibet. Though, as we have seen 
earlier, the new nationalism is still hypnotized by the specter of Western 
colonialism, the lessons of Soviet and Communist Chinese imperialist 
policies have not failed to make a deepening impression. 

In order to illustrate the complex pattern of interdependence of 
the East-West and colonial-anticolonial struggles, we shall once again 
employ the case study approach. Probably the best example of this 
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interdependence in Asia may be seen in the rise of nationalism and 
Communism in China, the subject of our first case study. As our second 
case, we have selected the Suez crisis of 1956, when the Middle East 
became the arena for the two conflicts. Our final case will deal with the 
Congo crisis of 1960 in Africa. These three studies show clearly how 
extensively and inextricably the two great power struggles of our time 
interpenetrate—to the point, indeed, of being essentially merely two dif- 
ferent aspects of a single global political drama. 


The Pattern of Interdependence 


THE CASE OF CHINA 


Napoleon was once reported to have said, “Let China sleep; when 
she awakens, the world will be sorry.” These were prophetic words. 
During the last century the impact of the colonial West first awakened 
China from its traditional past. That awakening has resulted in the viru- 
lently anti-Western regime of Peiping today. The events in this de- 
velopment excellently illustrate how closely the two great political 
conflicts of our time are connected. 

It is a significant fact, frequently not realized in the West, that ours 
is the first century in over four thousand years in which China does 
not consider herself to be at the center of the universe. The Chinese 
Empire was also known as the Middle Kingdom. For over four millennia 
it conceived of itself as the hub of civilization, the great school of the 
world—much as Athens had once considered itself to be the school 
of the ancient Mediterranean world. Although dynasties came and went, 
the political structure of the Empire remained essentially static. The 
Emperor, aided by a small intellectual elite, controlled the government. 
Insofar as the large mass of the population was concerned, this govern- 
ment was an amorphous force, inscrutable and unpredictable. The Em- 
peror ruled by the Mandate of Heaven, and his edicts had the authority 
of the philosopher-king. The Socratic dictum “virtue is knowledge” 
could have been the motto of the Confucian scholars or “mandarins,” 
whose major qualification for government office was a knowledge of the 
great literary classics of the Empire. Admission to government posts was 
not decided by imperial fiat or arbitrary violence, but through the 
institution of a highly formalized system of civil service examinations 
held in the capital. These examinations, open to all, were the first of their 
kind in history. 

The world beyond the Great Wall of China did not hold much in- 
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terest since, in the eyes of the Chinese, it was populated by barbarians. 
Hence, the foreign relations of the Empire were in essence tributary 
relationships: long caravans laden with gifts for the Emperor would 
weave their way across the land to the Imperial Court at Peiping; the 
envoy would kowtow before the Son of Heaven, present the tribute, 
and hope for the favor of being permitted to trade with the great Empire. 
The arts of war and the use of violence were not held in high esteem 
in the Confucian ethos. The Chinese believed that since it was perfectly 
evident that their Empire was a superior civilization, it would be in the 
interest of all barbarians to learn from it rather than destroy it. The 
military preparedness of the Empire was therefore limited to defense 
against intermittent incursions by barbarians into China’s territory. 

This self-sufficient and almost static society had virtually no contact 
with the West whatsoever. The travels of Marco Polo in the twelfth 
century and the Jesuit mission of Father Matthew Ricci in the sixteenth 
were of too brief duration to create a lasting impression. The first mas- 
sive Western impact occurred in the eighteenth century, when the 
British in their quest for more lucrative trade became intent upon 
establishing trade relations with the Empire. The Chinese, significantly 
enough, attempted to fit these British overtures into their traditional 
tributary framework. When, in 1793, a British trade mission led by 
Lord Macartney arrived at Peiping, it was labelled as a tributary mission 
from the King of England. In exchange for the privilege of presenting 
his gifts, Lord Macartney was expected to kowtow, that is, to perform 
three kneelings and nine prostrations before the Emperor. When the 
British Lord objected to this procedure, he was politely requested to go 
home, although his tribute was graciously accepted. Shortly thereafter 
the Emperor sent an Imperial Edict to the King of England. This docu- 
ment is so significant that parts of it deserve to be quoted: 


You, O King, are so inclined toward our civilization that you have sent a 
special envoy across the seas to bring to our Court your memorial of con- 
gratulations on the occasion of my birthday and to present your native 
products as an expression of your thoughtfulness. On perusing your memo- 
tial, so simply worded and sincerely conceived, 1 am impressed by your 
genuine respectfulness and friendliness and greatly pleased. 

The Celestial Court has pacified and possessed the territory within the 
four seas. Its sole aim is to do its utmost to achieve good government and to 
manage political affairs, attaching no value to strange jewels and precious 
objects. The various articles presented by you O King, this time are accepted 
by my special order to the office in charge of such functions in consideration 
of the offerings having come from a long distance with sincere good wishes. 
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As a matter of fact, the virtue and prestige of the Celestial Dynasty having 
spread far and wide, the kings of the myriad nations come by land and sea 
with all sorts of precious things. Consequently there is nothing we lack, as 
your principal envoy and others have themselves observed. We have never 
set much store on strange or ingenious objects, nor do we need any more of 
your country’s manufactures. . . 2? 


There was one commodity, however, for which the British did find 
a market in China, and a lucrative one indeed: opium. Large quantities 
of opium were brought into China by traders of the British East India 
Company and in the early nineteenth century over one million Chinese 
became addicts to the poison. The Emperor became increasingly per- 
turbed and authorized one of his mandarins to appeal to the conscience 
of the British ruler to discontinue the smuggling of opium into China. 
One of his officials, Commissioner Lin, sent a poignant note of protest 
to Queen Victoria in 1839, at a time when the use of the drug threatened 
to undermine the health of the entire population. This protest is an 
historic document: 


We find that your country is sixty or seventy thousand li [three li make one 
mile, ordinarily] from China. Yet there are barbarian ships that strive to 
come here for trade for the purpose of making a profit. The wealth of China 
is used to profit the barbarians. That is to say, the great profit made by 
barbarians is all taken from the rightful share of China. By what right do 
they then in return use the poisonous drug to injure the Chinese people? 
Even though the barbarians may not necessarily intend to do us harm, yet 
in coveting profit to an extreme, they have no regard for injuring others. Let 
us ask, where is your conscience? I have heard that the smoking of opium 
is very strictly forbidden by your country; that is because the harm caused by 
opium is clearly understood. Since it is not permitted to do harm to your 
own country, then even less should you let it be passed on to the harm of 
foreign countries—how much less to China! Of all that China exports to 
foreign countries, there is not a single thing which is not beneficial to people; 
they are of benefit when eaten, or of benefit when used, or of benefit when 
resold: all are beneficial. Is there a single article from China which has done 
any harm to foreign countries? Take tea and rhubarb, for example; the 
foreign countries cannot get along for a single day without them. If China 
cuts off these benefits with no sympathy for those who are to suffer, then 
what can the barbarians rely upon to keep themselves alive?* 


The request went unheeded and finally Commissioner Lin decided to 
take strong action. He issued orders to blockade British merchants at 
Canton and to destroy their opium. The British interpreted this seizure 
as an interference with freedom of trade and as an act of aggression. 
Instead of ending the smuggling of opium, Commissioner Lin precipi- 
tated the Opium War. This war was little more than a skirmish, settled 
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by the Treaty of Nanking in 1842. The war itself, which signified the 
first violent contact between China and the West, showed how distorted 
were the perceptions that the two sides held of each other. The British, 
surprised by the weak show of resistance exhibited by the Chinese, in- 
terpreted this weakness as a surrender and proceeded to advance up the 
coast to occupy all the major coastal ports of China. The Chinese, on 
the other hand, with a few exceptions like Commissioner Lin himself, 
firmly believed that the British, like other barbarians before them, would 
recognize the self-evident superiority of Chinese civilization and behave 
accordingly. The Treaty of Nanking, marking the beginning of Western 
imperialism in China, was thus a surprise to both sides: to the Chinese 
because they found themselves unable to eject the “barbarians” by moral 
persuasion; to the British because they encountered almost no effective 
military resistance. 

The first massive Western influence on China, therefore, was one of 
violent intrusion. It now remained for the West to consolidate its posi- 
tion in the Empire. This was accomplished through a series of arrange- 
ments known as the “unequal treaties,” which gradually divested the 
Chinese Empire of its territorial integrity. The British were quickly fol- 
lowed by other Western nations, who were lured to China by the British 
example: French, Portuguese, and German colonizers attempted to 
negotiate similarly advantageous treaties with the Empire. The Empire 
had little choice but to grant the foreigners extensive concessions, with 
the result that by the mid-1840’s China’s sovereignty was little more 
than a fiction. The ominous and omnipresent threat of Western gun- 
boats and superior military techniques were simply more than the old 
China could effectively resist. 

The treaties which carved up China among the Western powers 
all had certain elements in common. First, there was the legal device 
of extraterritoriality. Under this system, foreigners in China were not 
subject to Chinese law but remained under the jurisdiction of their 
own governments. Many desirable sites on Chinese soil, including most 
residential areas in the large Chinese cities, were made inaccessible to 
the Chinese. Thus the Chinese suddenly found themselves in the in- 
credible position of not being permitted to enter the choicest buildings 
and parks in ther own cities unless permitted by a “barbarian” to do so. 
China’s foreign trade and her customs and tariff policy were placed 
under the control of an Englishman, Inspector General Sir Robert Hart. 
One of the most anomalous consequences of this one-sided treaty system 
was the influx of Christianity into China. The picture of Christian 
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missionaries attempting to repair the ravages of opium addiction caused 
by their co-nationals became a source of additional confusion. 

‘The most important single feature of the unequal treaty system was 
the so-called “most-favored nations clause.” Professor John K. Fairbank, 
a leading American authority on China, has called this “the neatest diplo- 
matic device of the nineteenth century.” The clause simply meant that 
all Western nations would participate in whatever any one of them 
could obtain. For example, if Germany was able to persuade China to 
give it a ninety-nine-year lease of an important port, all of the other 
Western powers had the automatic right to similarly favorable leaseholds. 
This rule of the “highest common denominator” made it a foregone con- 
clusion that by mid-nineteenth century the entire coastal area of China, 
including her most important cities, were virtually in the hands of the 
West. 

The rise of Chinese nationalism, including its culmination in the 
Communist revolution, must be understood in terms of this initial 
Western impact. During the past century, China has undergone five 
major convulsions: the Great Peasant Rebellion, the Boxer Rebellion, 
the Self-Strengthening Movement, the Nationalist Revolution, and the 
Communist Revolution. Each of these has been in essence a desperate 
attempt to regain national status, and each has its roots in the Western 
policy of imperialism mounted against China a little over a century ago. 
We shall now analyze each of these five nationalist movements. 

The Great Peasant Rebellion of 1851 was one of the great social 
upheavals of modern times. It marked the first time in the history of 
the Empire that the Chinese population was politically activated en 
masse. An estimated twenty million people lost their lives in the course 
of this fifteen-year rebellion. Its leader, Hung, was a disappointed office- 
seeker. He claimed to have experienced a vision in which a venerable 
sage exhorted him to save humanity. Hung began to play on the popu- 
lation’s fear of the “foreign devils” and its impatience and disgust with 
the tottering Empire which seemed to be at the mercy of the “bar- 
barians.” Hung vowed to unseat the bankrupt Manchu government and 
ultimately to eject the foreigners. He began to describe himself as 
“the younger brother of Jesus” and developed a philosophy incorporat- 
ing tenets of Christianity and an ambitious program of agrarian reform. 
Millions of peasants supported his cause. Many believed that Hung 
had the Mandate of Heaven for a new dynasty that would displace the 
weak and discredited Manchus. Many peasants were also deeply fearful 
of the foreigners. For example, the foreigners built railroads and sus- 


12 Two Political Power Struggles of Our Time 


pended wires in the air; when it rained, these wires would rust and 
reddish drops would fall onto the ground; the Chinese peasants believed 
that these reddish drops were the blood of the good spirits which had 
impaled themselves on the wires placed there cunningly by the foreign 
devils. A terrible famine gave the rebellion its final impetus. Millions 
of peasants began to advance rapidly toward Peiping, led by Hung who 
vowed to establish his strange theocracy. By the mid-1850’s, the rebels 
were in control of half of China. The Manchu government as well as 
the Western powers on the coast became increasingly terrified. In 
desperation the Manchus formed an alliance with the foreigners in order 
to present a united front against the rebels. The battle seesawed back 
and forth for an entire decade. Finally, the imperial forces, buttressed 
by modern arms and aided by foreign military leaders, were able to stem 
the rebellion. Hung committed suicide in 1864 and his death marked 
the defeat of the Great Peasant Rebellion. 

This first reaction to the impact of Western imperialism is interesting 
for several reasons. The rebellion was the first example of popular 
nationalism in China and proved so powerful that only an alliance 
between the Manchu government and its worst enemy was able to 
crush it. It was in effect the first mass movement in China’s history, 
and, in historical perspective, was clearly a forerunner of the Communist 
Revolution. 

China’s second attempt to rid herself of the West was the pathetic 
and ill-fated Boxer Rebellion of 1900. ‘The Manchu dynasty, which had 
received a new lease on life, decided on a show of force. The Boxers, 
fanatical members of anti-Western secret societies who believed them- 
selves to be invulnerable, decided to besiege the foreign community in 
its own legations in Peiping. For two months in the summer of 1900 
most foreign officials were the prisoners of the Boxers. The suicidal 
futility of this venture became apparent when reinforcements arrived 
and the Western plenipotentiaries and their families were liberated. 
Retribution was swift; the leaders of the rebellion were executed and 
a heavy indemnity was exacted from the Chinese treasury. This second 
attempt at nationalist revolt was an utter and dismal failure. 

During the second half of the nineteenth century it became increas- 
ingly clear to many Chinese intellectuals that their entire way of life 
was being undermined by the fire power of foreign arms and by superior 
Western technology. The Peasant and Boxer Rebellions, though very 
different, had proven equally futile because of China’s backward state 
of military development. As a typical example of this state of affairs, in 
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Fairbank’s words “the British had used on the coast of China a shallow 
bottomed paddle-wheel iron steamer called the Nemesis. It carried swivel 
cannon fore and aft and was capable of moving into the wind and against 
the tide in a manner disastrous to China’s fortunes.”* The realization 
of China’s inadequacy vis-a-vis the West led to the development of 
the so-called Self-Strengthening Movement, which spanned the latter 
half of the nineteenth century. The premise of the movement was a 
simple one: “Chinese learning as the fundamental structure, Western 
learning for practical use.”® Its leaders felt that the only way of restor- 
ing the national status of China was for the Chinese themselves to 
utilize Western science and military techniques. In short, some of the 
ways of the foreigner would have to be copied in order to get rid of him. 
Accordingly, shipyards, arsenals, and science academies began to flourish. 
The Self-Strengtheners emphasized, over and over again, that this West- 
ern technology must be used to preserve Chinese values, not to destroy 
them. Thus, for example, Chinese students were sent to the West but 
were always accompanied by Confucian chaperones who made sure 
that these future leaders of China would not be infected by Western 
ideas. The fallacy of the Self-Strengthening Movement lay in its assump- 
tion that knowledge and life could be neatly compartmentalized, that 
one could adopt the tools of the West but totally ignore its values, that 
one could leap into the modern world only halfway. Inevitably, “one 
Western borrowing led to another, from machinery to technology, from 
science to all learning, from acceptance of new ideas to change of insti- 
tutions, eventually from constitutional reform to republican revolution.”¢ 
In the last analysis, the principal net effect of the Self-Strengthening 
Movement was to prepare the ground for the Nationalist Revolution 
of 1911. 

One of the outstanding leaders of the Self-Strengthening Movement 
was Dr. Sun Yat-sen, destined to become the leader of the Nationalist 
Revolution. The life of Dr. Sun affords a fascinating case study of a 
revolutionary. He was born in Portuguese Macao, received his education 
in an English school, and was converted to Christianity early in life. 
He decided to study medicine in Hong Kong, where he came under 
the influence of a British missionary doctor, Sir James Cantlie. Cantlie 
acquainted the young Sun Yat-sen with Western ways ranging from the 
study of physics to the playing of cricket. Sun received his medical 
degree and hoped to set up practice as a surgeon in Macao. The Portu- 
guese, however, debarred him from practice in his own country. Subse- 
quently Dr. Sun abandoned his new profession and embarked on a 
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revolutionary career. Between 1894 and 1911 he organized revolutionary 
sentiment against both the tottering Manchu dynasty and the Western 
powers. Like Lenin, he lived in exile with a price upon his head and 
relentlessly worked for the cause of revolution. At one point, in 1896, 
during a stay in London, he was abducted and imprisoned in the Chinese 
Legation for shipment back to China and certain death. He managed 
to inform Sir James Cantlie, who lived nearby, of his plight. Cantlie 
mobilized Scotland Yard and Sun was saved through British intervention. 
From this time onward, Sun was recognized as the undisputed leader 
of the Nationalist Revolutionary Movement. 

It was during this incubation period of the Revolution that Dr. Sun 
developed his philosophy of the “Three Principles of the People”: 
Nationalism, Democracy, and the People’s Livelihood. This concept 
went beyond the philosophy of the Self-Strengthening Movement; Sun 
insisted that in order to become free China would have to borrow not 
only science but ideas as well. Sun’s first principle of Nationalism simply 
meant “China for the Chinese.” Democracy, as conceived by him, was 
to be an amalgam of American, British, and Swiss constitutional prin- 
ciples. And the People’s Livelihood stood for a gradualist program of 
socialism patterned after the example of the Fabians in Britain. Armed 
with this synthesis of Western political thought Dr. Sun Yat-sen en- 
gineered ten revolutionary attempts against the Manchu government, 
all of which failed. Finally, in October of 1911, Sun went to the United 
States to raise funds for his cause. During his campaign he received 
a coded cable which he was unable to decipher because he had shipped 
his code book ahead. As it turned out, the cable contained news of yet 
another plot. This time the plot was successful. A few days later, on 
October 10, 1911, Sun Yat-sen read in the newspapers that a Nationalist 
revolution had broken out in China and that he was to be the first 
President of the new Republic. 

It now remained for Sun to consolidate the Nationalist Revolution. 
This was by no means an easy task. With the collapse of imperial 
authority, China was now controlled by numerous warlords who were 
unwilling to yield to Sun Yat-sen’s demand for unification under the 
Nationalist banner. The revolution seemed abortive. The warlords were 
not receptive to Sun’s new ideas of parliamentary democracy, for these 
were wholly alien to the authoritarian tradition in which the Empire 
had been ruled for centuries. Moreover, they refused to reconcile their 
parochial interests with the national programs of the revolution. In 1912, 
as a result, Sun resigned as President and it seemed that the Nationalist 


The Pattern of Interdependence 115 


Revolution had foundered on the rock of warlordism. Yet Sun con- 
tinued to work for his ideal and, in desperation, approached the Western 
powers, pleading with them for aid in his struggle for national unifica- 
tion. The response, however, was negative, partly because a divided 
China was preferred by the West and partly because the energies of the 
great powers were primarily engaged in Europe, which was drifting to- 
ward the brink of war. 

Western indifference to Sun Yat-sen during this period helped to 
direct the course of Chinese nationalism toward authoritarianism. Sun 
turned away from the West in disappointment and became increasingly 
disillusioned with parliamentary democracy as a way toward unification. 
It was no accident that when, at this critical moment in the fortunes 
of Chinese nationalism, another vast revolution took place—that in 
Russia in 1917—Sun looked toward the newly formed Soviet Union. To 
his amazement he saw that the Bolsheviks were able to subdue a country 
larger than China in a relatively short space of time, whereas China, a 
decade after the revolution, still lay prostrate at the mercy of the war- 
lords. It was at this moment that Chinese nationalism began to look to 
Communism for inspiration. Sun Yat-sen had found Lenin. 

Both Lenin and Sun Yat-sen were professional revolutionaries, yet 
no two men could have differed more. Sun Yat-sen was a Christian and 
by temperament inclined toward parliamentarianism rather than the use 
of violence; Lenin was a tough, shrewd revolutionary strategist who 
firmly believed that only a tightly organized, blindly obedient Party could 
accomplish the goals of revolution. 

The Bolshevik success induced Sun Yat-sen to accept Lenin’s advice 
and organize a Nationalist Party, the Kuomintang, patterned on authori- 
tarian principles. Soviet advisors, most prominent among whom was 
the Comintern agent Michael Borodin, helped in the organization of the 
new Nationalist Party at Nanking. By 1924 the Nationalist Party ap- 
paratus was sufficiently permeated with Communists that China could 
have been absorbed into the Communist orbit without much difficulty. 
But in that year Lenin died and during the remainder of the 1920’s the 
energies of Soviet leaders were absorbed in a brutal struggle for suc- 
cession.? As a result, though China seemed to lie within their grasp, 
none of the Soviet leaders gave it much attention. As Stalin put it, when 
the time came, the Soviet Union would “squeeze the Chinese Na- 
tionalists like a lemon.” 

In 1925 Dr. Sun Yat-sen died. Unlike Lenin, who had not groomed a 
successor for his mantle, Sun had prepared one of his most brilliant 
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disciples to follow in his footsteps. This man was Chiang Kai-shek, a 
young military leader who had been sent by Sun to the Soviet Union for 
study, to acquaint himself with Soviet political and military techniques. 
When Chiang Kai-shek took over the leadership of the Nationalist 
Revolution, he was quite aware of the Comintern’s plans to absorb China. 
He decided to “squeeze the lemon” first. Using techniques that he had 
learned from the Communists, Chiang Kai-shek decided to stage a 
workers’ strike. He then blamed this strike on the Communists in his 
own Party and used it as an excuse to purge them ruthlessly from the 
Kuomintang, forcing them on the famous “Long March,” which was 
to last seven years and was to take them to the other end of China. 

By 1930 Chiang Kai-shek, having assumed the title of Generalissimo, 
was at the zenith of his power. He had expelled the Communists and 
was now able to embark on his goal of unification of all of China, the 
first aim of the Nationalist Revolution. He announced that China was 
to be under the political tutelage of the Nationalist Party until condi- 
tions became stable enough to make possible the transition to constitu- 
tional democracy. 

Under the leadership of the Generalissimo, the new Nationalist 
government made a determined effort to rid itself of the unequal treaties 
with the West. Chiang Kai-shek mapped out his program in his book, 
China’s Destiny, in which he blamed most of the ills of China on 
Western imperialism. He announced a “Rights Recovery Movement” 
and a “New Life Movement.” ‘The former was a plan gradually to wipe 
out extraterritoriality, Western customs control, and the foreign con- 
cessions in the major Chinese cities. The latter was an attempt to restore 
the old Confucian virtues which had been displaced by the West. The 
Kuomintang was to serve as the instrument of the Generalissimo’s will. 

Chiang Kai-shek’s nationalism was in essence an attempt to revive 
the past and the tradition of the Empire. It was a somewhat modernized 
version of the old imperial hope that government by Confucian precept 
and example would restore China to her rightful place of centrality in 
the comity of nations. The Party ruled in an almost completely authori- 
tarian manner, providing little opportunity for popular participation in 
government. The lesson of the Great Peasant Rebellion was forgotten; 
once more the peasant was virtually disfranchised and little attempt 
was made to ease his lot through land reform. The New Life Move- 
ment was symbolic of the Kuomintang approach: the anomalous picture 
of old greybeards preaching the restoration of Confucius to impatient 
university students brimming with the excitement of new ideas and 
yearning for a whole new way of life. 
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Moreover, Chiang Kai-shek’s conservative nationalist program was 
never really tested in time of peace. In 1931 the country was attacked 
by Japan and after 1937 the Nationalist government had to bear the 
brunt of the full fury of the new Japanese imperialism. In the face of this 
deadly threat, Chiang Kai-shek was compelled to suspend his domestic 
programs and to employ almost his entire resources in the battle for 
national survival. Even so, the invaders succeeded in capturing the 
capital at Nanking and forcing Chiang Kai-shek to relocate the seat 
of his government in the mountains of the interior, at Chungking. 

Meanwhile, the few thousand Chinese Communists who arrived 
exhausted in Yenan in 1934 appeared destined for oblivion. Chiang 
Kai-shek had tumed his attention to the Japanese and the Comintern 
had written them off as hopeless. But during the Long March a new 
and tenacious leadership had emerged which was ultimately to bring 
the Communists to a complete national victory. Mao Tse-tung, surely 
one of the most complex figures of our time—a mixture of scholar, poet, 
party organizer, and military strategist—took command. The redoubtable 
leader Chu Teh became responsible for military operations; and Chou 
En-lai, the most cosmopolitan of the three, took charge of the Chinese 
Communists’ foreign relations. 

Yenan in the mid-1930’s provided a privileged sanctuary to the Com- 
munists. The first American reporter to visit them there in 1936 de- 
scribed the startling contrast between the electric atmosphere of 
optimism prevailing in Yenan and the dank smell of defeat in Chiang 
Kai-shek’s wartime capital. It was during this period that Mao Tse-tung 
worked out the program whereby his Communist forces were to take 
over the leadership of Chinese nationalism. For one thing, the Chinese 
Communist Party completely emancipated itself from control by Mos- 
cow and thereby became the only Communist Party in the world that 
was independent of the Soviet Union from the very beginning of its rise 
to power. Mao Tse-tung embarked on an important ideological devia- 
tion by declaring that in China, Communism would have to be built on 
an agrarian rather than an industrial base. “Just as fish cannot live with- 
out water,” he said, “Communism in China cannot survive without the 
support of the peasants.” 

The second significant aspect of Mao’s program was his strategy of 
attempting to win the allegiance of the peasantry by capitalizing on 
the economic and social inadequacies of the Chiang Kai-shek govern- 
ment. Mao Tse-tung promised an extensive land reform program and 
pledged that no Communist soldier would be permitted to live off 
the land, that indeed the Communist soldier should be considered as the 
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friend of the peasant. The Communists organized festivals and dances 
to woo the peasantry and gained thousands of recruits. ‘Their great op- 
portunity came in 1936. Chiang Kai-shek, badly pressed by the Japanese, 
was being beseeched by his officers to form a United Front with the 
Chinese Communists against the common enemy. When he refused, he 
was kidnapped by some of his own military leaders and forced to ask 
the Communists to join in the battle. As soon as he had reluctantly 
agreed, the Communists sallied forth from their sanctuary and swept 
across the countryside, picking up nearly a half million new recruits on 
the way. As Chiang Kai-shek had suspected, the United Front was for 
the Communists largely a project in self-aggrandizement. Given minimal 
help by the Communist Chinese Eighth Route Army, he had to fight 
the Japanese alone until the entrance of the Allies into the war. 

This writer witnessed the liberation of Shanghai from the Japanese 
by Chiang Kai-shek’s forces in 1945. Seldom was there a more Pyrrhic 
victory; the Nationalist soldiers entered the city tattered, exhausted, and 
demoralized, while the Communist forces stood poised only a few 
hundred miles away, fresh and ready for the decisive encounter. Hence 
the defeat of Japan did not bring peace to Chiang Kai-shek’s govern- 
ment. Instead of being free to implement his long-postponed programs, 
he was compelled to mobilize his resources to attempt to block the 
steadily advancing armies of the Communists. In the ensuing four years 
of civil war, the Generalissimo’s fortunes steadily declined. Mediation 
attempts by the United States—first through Ambassador Patrick Hurley 
and then through General George C. Marshall—proved to be of no 
avail. Chiang Kai-shek refused to form a coalition government with the 
Communists because he feared their techniques of infiltration. Mao Tse- 
tung was equally unwilling to agree to a compromise because he was 
certain of ultimate victory. In addition to his program of economic and 
social reform, Mao Tse-tung now bitterly attacked the rampant corrup- 
tion of the Nationalist government and proceeded to. portray Chiang 
Kai-shek as a lackey of Western imperialism. The Nationalists, corroded 
by inflation, corruption, and defeat, finally had to quit the mainland in 
1949 in a desperate scramble for refuge on the island of Formosa. The 
Mandate of Heaven passed from their hands. It was now the Communist 
Party that assumed leadership of the new nationalism in China. 

The course of these Chinese developments affords some interesting 
insights into the interdependence of the East-West and the colonial- 
anticolonial struggles. It is clear that both the Nationalist and the Com- 
munist revolutions in China were in essence reactions against Western 
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imperialism. The five upheavals in which this reaction became manifest 
were not isolated events but consecutive expressions of a continuing 
development. Indeed, so far as China is concerned, the present East- 
West conflict is a direct outgrowth of the long struggle of Chinese 
nationalism against Western imperialism—with the policies of today’s 
Communist regime being simply its latest phase. 

In the United States, which consistently supported Chiang Kai-shek, 
the struggle between the Nationalist government and the Chinese Com- 
munists has received much attention and aroused a great deal of 
emotion. It was widely believed that the two sides represented com- 
pletely opposite motives and aspirations. Few Americans perceived the 
complex truth that the Nationalist and Communist revolutions were 
both in essence anti-Western movements and that the struggle between 
them was more a struggle for power between competing forms of au- 
thoritarian nationalism than a conflict between radically different 
ideologies. It was a measure of the extent to which Americans had failed 
to recognize this basic fact that during the 1950’s so many people in 
the United States were prepared to accept the allegation that the United 
States had “lost” China as a result of the machinations of subversives 
in the American government. ‘Though it is not within the purview of 
this case study to examine the problem of subversion, it must be noted 
that underlying this “explanation” of the recent course of Chinese his- 
tory is the assumption that a handful of Americans actually had it in 
their power to determine the fate of the more than half billion people 
of China. 

As we have seen in another context, there are growing indications 
that the Communist phase of Chinese nationalism threatens to develop 
into an even more aggressive form of imperialism than that of the 
West which spawned it over a century ago. The question might be 
raised at this juncture why India—also the object of colonial rule—re- 
sponded so differently. It must be remembered, however, that India’s 
colonial experience differed sharply from that of China. The “Open 
Door’ policy in China was pursued by several European powers, each of 
which was bent upon slicing as large a share out of China as possible. 
The relationship between the Western powers and China was thus 
primarily of a predatory nature. India, on the other hand, experienced 
colonial rule at the hands of only one Western power, Great Britain, 
which considered the country an integral part of its Empire and which, 
in addition to exploiting its resources, also bestowed some very real 
benefits on its people. 
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In conclusion, our case study demonstrates the continuity between the 
Nationalist and the Communist revolutions. The pattern is, in fact, a 
continuum: China’s role in the East-West conflict actually grew out 
of the struggle between nationalism and Western imperialism. In this 
struggle for national self-assertion against the West, Communist China 
used the Soviet Union as an ally. There were, after all, striking elements 
of similarity between the old authoritarian nationalism of the Chinese 
Empire and the new authoritarian nationalism of the Russian Com- 
munists. Communism, like the Empire, saw itself as occupying a 
central position in the world, almost messianic in character. And Com- 
munism, too, had its “barbarians”—the West—to be treated with con- 
tempt and derision. Communist ideology was the anti-Western cement 
that temporarily bound the two nations together. But once China had 
demonstrated her new prowess to the West, she turned against the East 
as well. The alliance with the Soviet Union had now outlived its use- 
fulness. And remembering that Russia, too, had in the nineteenth cen- 
tury joined in the predatory policies of the Western powers, China now 
pressed territorial claims along the Sino-Soviet border. Thus, the ultimate 
thrust of the Chinese revolution must be seen as directed against both 
East and West. 

It is perhaps well to remind ourselves again that ours has been the 
only century in the past four thousand years in which China has not 
seen itself as the center of the universe. Is it possible that Communism 
may turn out to be the instrument that the new nationalism in China 
has forged for itself to restore China to the central place that she con- 
siders to be rightfully hers by the verdict of history? This may yet be 
the ultimate bearing that the two great power struggles of our time 
have on the fate of China. 


THE SUEZ CRISIS OF 1956 


Whereas our consideration of Chinese nationalism. has been con- 
cerned with a relatively long historical period, our second case study 
focuses upon a more specific and short-term situation, the Suez crisis of 
1956. This event affords one of the most dramatic illustrations of the 
complexities and ambiguities of the political struggle of our time. For 
not only did it involve the two general global struggles of East versus 
West and nationalism versus colonialism; in addition, it generated sharp 
conflicts among the Western powers and among the new anticolonial 
nations themselves. 

The crisis was precipitated in the summer of 1956 when President 
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Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt nationalized the Suez Canal, abrogating, 
in the view of Britain and France, the International Convention of Con- 
stantinople of 1888, which had provided that “the Suez Maritime Canal 
shall always be free and open, in time of war as in time of peace, to 
every vessel of commerce or of war without distinction of flag.” The 
Egyptian leader defended his act by stating that the Canal was within 
Egyptian territory and that the time had come to announce Egypt’s 
“Declaration of Independence from Imperialism.” In an emotional 
speech, he hailed nationalization as a symbolic act which would set 
Arab nationalism on its course from the Atlantic to the Persian Gulf. 
Britain and France, aghast at this unexpected move, lodged a strong 
protest against the seizure of “an international waterway” and against 
the violation of what the two Western nations considered to be their 
legal rights in the area. For Britain, as well as for Egypt, the Suez Canal 
was a symbol. While for Egypt it represented the growing power of the 
new nationalism, for Britain, control of the Canal symbolized her status 
as an Empire and as a world power. To the French, who blamed Egypt 
for supporting the Algerian rebellion against France, seizure of the 
Canal served as a kind of last straw. For Britain and France alike, the 
issue at stake was therefore not merely the rational one of safeguarding 
the economic rights of their shareholders in the Suez Canal Company. 
Far more important was their emotional reaction to the seemingly in- 
solent and irresistible nationalism represented by the Egyptian move. 
The highly emotional nature of the conflict thus set the stage for a 
violent encounter between nationalism and colonialism. 

During the weeks that followed Nasser’s action the conflict broadened. 
Britain and France sounded out the official American reaction to the 
situation. Prime Ministers Eden and Mollet, contemplating the use of 
force against Nasser, were partially reassured by the fact that Secretary 
of State Dulles also appeared outraged by Egypt’s action. The British 
and French Foreign Ministers compared Nasser’s action to Hitler’s be- 
havior at Munich and stated in the strongest terms that this type of 
Western appeasement must not be allowed to occur again. Secretary 
Dulles replied that “force was the last method to be tried, but the 
United States did not exclude the use of force if all other methods 
failed.”® From this statement Mr. Eden inferred that the United States 
would, at best, present a united front with Britain and France in a show 
of force against Nasser and, at worst, remain benevolently neutral. ‘Thus 
it seemed in the late summer of 1956 that the United States would 
side with the colonial powers against the new nationalism, 
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Britain and France now prepared for military action. They hoped to 
mount a lightning attack against Egypt, occupy the Canal, depose 
Nasser, and then negotiate with his successor from a position of strength. 
In the course of these preparations, it became increasingly evident to 
the two Western powers that they shared a common interest with Israel. 
The new Jewish state, harassed by border clashes and made increasingly 
insecure by Nasser’s pronouncements “to drive Israel into the sea,” 
could be used as the cutting edge of the Anglo-French punitive expedi- 
tion against Egypt. “Collusion” between Britain and France on the one 
hand and Israel on the other has not been substantiated, but a great deal 
of circumstantial evidence points in that direction. At any rate, Israel 
penetrated Egyptian territory on October 29, 1956, and rapidly advanced 
toward the Suez Canal. On the following day the British and French 
bombarded Cairo. What had thus begun as an armed conflict between 
the two new Middle Eastern nations now assumed the proportions of a 
large-scale Western onslaught against the new nationalism. The United 
States, instead of observing a benevolent neutrality toward the British, 
French, and Israeli actions, took a leading role in the United Nations 
General Assembly in calling for a cessation of fighting and the immedi- 
ate withdrawal of the Anglo-French-Israeli forces from Egypt. To the 
consternation of most of its Allies in NATO and to the delight of 
Egypt, the United States upheld the United Nations Charter against 
the NATO alliance. On the same day, the Soviet Union took up the 
Egyptian cause, and threatened to send “volunteers” to Egypt and to 
bomb London and Paris with rocket missiles. Thus the United States 
found itself in the paradoxical position of being allied in the United 
Nations with its great antagonist in the East-West struggle, the Soviet 
Union, and of being at odds with its closest friends and allies, Britain 
and France. By November 6 Britain had to yield. Confronted by United 
Nations resolutions charging her with aggression, dismayed by the action 
of the United States, and troubled by an increasingly hostile opposition 
at home, Prime Minister Eden terminated his abortive venture. France 
had no choice but to follow suit, and the “gentle persuasion” of the 
United States resulted in the withdrawal of Israeli forces shortly there- 
after. A world conflagration had narrowly been averted. 

Of all the roles in the drama, that of the United States was un- 
doubtedly the most problematical. Confronted in the most acute way 
possible with the old dilemma of whether to support the colonial powers 
or the new nationalism, the United States was bound to lose either way. 
Her actual decision to side with Egypt inevitably alienated Britain and 
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France and put the most severe strains on the NATO alliance. Sir 
Anthony Eden was compelled to resign, and throughout Britain as well 
as France a growing body of “neutralist” sentiment became articulate. 
Indeed, in the view of a number of observers, for example former 
Secretary of State Dean Acheson, American policy in the crisis came 
close to losing the United States its two most trusted allies and thus 
exposing Western Europe to the domination of Communism. On the 
other hand, if the United States had sided with Britain and France 
against Egypt, its risks would have been no less heavy. The new nations 
of Africa, Asia, and the Middle East would have quickly concluded that 
when the chips were down the United States was at heart no less a 
colonial power than its Western European allies. In disillusionment, the 
new nationalism would almost certainly have veered sharply away from 
the United States toward the Soviet Union. Probably the least amount 
of animosity would have resulted if the United States had followed its 
more typical pattern in such situations and abstained from the conflict 
altogether. Yet even in this case both sides would likely have found 
reason for objecting to America’s role. 

As one observer has pointed out, “the criticism of the American stand 
came essentially to this point: the United States had chosen to behave 
like a collective security power, not like an ally. In the Middle Eastern 
situation, ‘Uniting for Peace’ had prevailed over NATO.”?® Yet the 
American rejection as “unthinkable” of a Soviet proposal for joint super- 
power intervention in the Middle East suggests strongly that the Ameri- 
can position was not determined by the abstract considerations of the 
collective security ideal. There was, first, the sense of outrage that the 
President and Secretary of State both felt because the British and 
French had not bothered to consult their NATO ally on a matter as 
important as military action in the Middle East at a time when a 
national election was imminent in the United States. Second, from a 
purely military standpoint, the Anglo-French punitive expedition seemed 
to be foundering and thus could not be presented to the General As- 
sembly as a fait accompli. The United States, by supporting the Anglo- 
French venture or even by taking a neutral view of it, would have risked 
the ill will of a large majority of the UN membership and, in addition, 
might have had to look on helplessly while the military action failed or 
bogged down. Moreover, such an American response might have per- 
suaded many neutralists that the United States, by countenancing ag- 
gression in the Middle East, differed little from the Soviet Union, which 
was practising aggression by crushing a rebellion in Hungary with mili- 
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tary force. Most important, the United States feared the possibility of 
Soviet intervention in the Middle East through “volunteers” and the 
risk of sparking a major war through direct super-power confrontation 
in the contested area. 

All this does not exclude the possibility that some of the reasons 
motivating the United States were of a genuinely moral nature. As stated 
by the American government, the United States acted as it did because 
it insisted on the principle that the same standard of international law 
and morality should apply to all nations, friends and foes alike. Yet 
even this seemingly unassailable moral reason rested upon ambiguities. 
It could be argued, for example, that a “moral” action might under 
certain circumstances eventuate in “immoral” consequences. Thus the 
“moral” behavior of the United States in the Suez crisis ran the risk 
of leading to the disintegration of NATO and the “immoral” result of 
opening Western Europe to Soviet domination. Conversely, if the 
United States had decided upon the “immoral” step of supporting the 
British and French military expedition against Egypt, the outcome might 
have been the quite “moral” one of restoring the legal economic rights 
of the Western powers and of re-establishing the Suez Canal as an in- 
ternational waterway. The point here is not that the United States 
acted either morally or immorally. It is, rather, that among other 
things, the Suez affair demonstrated how subtle and indeterminate the 
relationship between ethics and power in international relations can be. 
The most “moral” intentions may lead to highly “immoral” conse- 
quences, whereas on other occasions and in different circumstances the 
very reverse may be true. 

The Soviet Union’s role in the Suez crisis was much simpler. From 
its point of view, the only unusual aspect was its strange alliance with 
the United States in the United Nations. In order to dissociate itself 
from this somewhat unwelcome association, the Soviet Union inter- 
preted the action of the United States not as being helpful to Arab 
nationalism but, rather, as a nefarious scheme to replace British and 
French imperialism with American imperialism. In contrast, it pointed 
to itself as the only true champion of the new nationalist cause. Its threat 
of rocket retaliation against Britain and France was designed to under- 
line how firm its commitment to the new nationalism in fact was. From 
the Soviet Union’s point of view, indeed, the Suez crisis constituted a 
great windfall in the East-West struggle: the British and French ap- 
peared to be digging their own graves in the Middle East and the 
United States seemed to be doing its best to help them. Thus, by appeal- 
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ing to the cause of Arab nationalism, the Soviet Union saw its opportu- 
nity to eject all Western influence from the Middle East and gain a 
foothold of its own. The fact that Israel was allied with the two colonial 
powers also played into Soviet hands. Typically, therefore, the Soviet 
Union showed itself ready to use every facet of this colonial struggle to 
advance its own cause in the East-West battle. And, from the melee, 
Communism emerged with a clear-cut gain. 

The main losers in the Suez affair were clearly the two colonial 
powers, Britain and France. In humiliation, they had to watch Nasser 
snatch a political victory from a military defeat. Abandoned by their 
closest and oldest ally, they had to admit that they could no longer 
act like great powers and that, in the last analysis, their initiative in 
international politics depended upon the decisions of the United States. 
The new nationalism had inflicted a painful defeat upon them and the 
very issue that they had set out to rectify by force of arms—the inter- 
nationalization of the Suez Canal—now seemed beyond redemption. 
For all practical purposes, the Suez crisis terminated Anglo-French au- 
thority in the Middle East. Suez had become another Dienbienphu. 

The greatest victory in the Suez crisis was won by Arab nationalism. 
Nasser was now clearly master of the Suez Canal. The two great super- 
powers had both supported him. The prestige of the Egyptian leader 
reached its zenith immediately after the Suez affair. Not only did Nasser 
triumph in the showdown with Western colonialism, but his other great 
foe, Israel, had also been compelled to withdraw as a result of American 
pressure. The political logic of the East-West struggle, by becoming the 
decisive factor in the crisis, thus operated to advance the cause of Arab 
nationalism to greater strength and prestige than it had ever pos- 
sessed or than Nasser could ever have hoped to gain on his own. 

Only Israel emerged relatively unchanged from the turmoil of the 
Suez affair. To be sure, it had demonstrated its military superiority 
over the competing nationalism of Nasser, yet it was prevented from 
capitalizing on its advantage by strong United States pressure to with- 
draw. In the end, nearly all the territories it had occupied had to be 
given up. 

When the Suez crisis was over, the world’s power configuration had 
definitely altered. In the East-West struggle, the Soviet Union clearly 
had come off best. It had created a more attractive image of itself in the 
Arab world and had won its first foothold in the Middle East. The 
promulgation by the United States of the Eisenhower Doctrine in 
March 1957—pledging American assistance to Middle Eastern countries 
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against Communism—was testimony to increasing American awareness 
of this latest Soviet gain. In the second struggle, that of nationalism 
versus colonialism, the winner was clearly the new nationalism. After 
Suez, the great-power role of Britain and France in the Middle East 
was clearly at an end. The Eisenhower Doctrine attempted to salvage 
what was left of Anglo-French influence. In the third struggle, that of 
nationalism versus nationalism, no appreciable change occurred in the 
distribution of power between Arab nationalism and Zionism. Both 
emerged stronger from the crisis, Israel because of its formidable military 
prowess and Egypt owing to its political triumph over Britain and 
France. 

One question still remains about the Suez crisis that cannot be 
answered with certitude but that nevertheless ought to be raised. It is 
quite conceivable that the events in Suez determined the course of 
another political struggle, thousands of miles away—that of the Hun- 
garian revolutionaries against the Soviet Union. The simultaneity of the 
two upheavals may have been more than accidental. The first stage of 
the Hungarian revolution was completed when Imre Nagy assumed 
complete control of Hungary and announced on November 1, 1956, 
that Hungary would be “free, independent, democratic, and neutral.” 
Soviet forces were withdrawing from Hungary and agreement seemed 
to be near between the Soviet Union and the new Hungarian govern- 
ment. On that same day, however, the British and French mounted 
their invasion of Egypt, which reached its climax on November 3. On 
that day Nagy was informed that Soviet forces, in battle formation, 
were steadily advancing on the capital. On the following day, Soviet 
armored units had broken through the defenses of Budapest and the 
Hungarian revolution was drowned in blood. 

Is it possible that the Soviet Union, in addition to the other advantages 
which it derived from the Suez crisis, decided to use the Anglo-French 
invasion of Egypt as a pretext for deflecting attention from events in 
Hungary? Or, to put it in other words, would the Soviet Union have 
decided to let Hungary escape from Communism into a position of inter- 
national neutrality if the Suez crisis had not occurred? Should we 
ask ourselves the somewhat ironical question of whether, because of 
the actions of Britain and France, the West itself was responsible for 
the failure of the Hungarian revolution? It is very doubtful that, in 
our own generation at least, we shall have the answer to these questions. 
What the Suez crisis did make dramatically clear, however, is that 
both in its origins and in its consequences the struggle for power among 
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nations in our time has become one continuous, global, and indivisible 
process. 


THE CONGO CRISIS OF 1960 


The Congo crisis of 1960 affords a third illuminating case study of 
the interdependence of the two great political conflicts of the twentieth 
century. Once again—this time in Africa—East confronted West and 
the new nationalism challenged Western colonialism. And once again 
all the interests, issues, and consequences involved became inextricably 
intermeshed. 

Belgian rule in the Congo had for fifty years been based on the 
assumption that conscientious concern for the physical well-being and 
economic needs of the indigenous population would prevent the rise 
of a nationalist movement. When, in January 1959, violent nationalist 
riots erupted in Leopoldville, the Congolese capital, it became clear 
that this assumption had been incorrect. The Belgian government, 
interpreting these riots as a harbinger of impending disaster, decided to 
end its colonial rule as rapidly as possible. Independence for the Congo 
was slated for June 30, 1960. During the last year of Belgian colonial 
tule, little attempt was made to prepare an indigenous elite for the 
imminent responsibilities of self-government. Only a handful of Con- 
golese had enjoyed a university education and the overwhelming majority 
of the Congo’s fourteen million people were illiterate. Most were under 
the impression that on Independence Day all Belgian property would 
simply revert to the Congolese population. As one Congolese phrased 
the question, “Does independence come wrapped in paper or do we get 
it at the bank?”!4 

Thus, on June 30, 1960, the colony of the Belgian Congo was sud- 
denly transformed into an independent nation, a new-born infant left 
on the world’s doorstep. ‘The government that took over the Congo was 
headed by President Joseph Kasavubu and Premier Patrice Lumumba. 
Both had been members of the Congolese Nationalist Movement. Kasa- 
vubu, the more conservative of the two, was not excessively hostile 
toward Belgium and the Western powers. The office of the Presidency 
which he came to occupy was largely an honorific post. Lumumba, the 
Premier, had been a more ardent nationalist than Kasavubu, and was 
resolved to sever all relations with Belgium after independence. Both 
of these men were challenged in their views by Moise T’shombe, Premier 
of the provincial government of Katanga. ‘T’shombe had been financed 
by the Belgian government during the colonial period. He was a wealthy 
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man, conservative, and pro-Belgian. Thus the new Congolese leadership 
held political views covering the entire spectrum—from Lumumba’s 
uncompromising anticolonialism to Tshombe’s pro-Belgian sentiments. 

A few hours after its Declaration of Independence, the new govern- 
ment faced a crisis which threatened its very survival. The Congolese 
Army of 25,000 men, which had never had an African officer corps, 
rose up, demanding the ouster of its Belgian officers and pay increases 
for the enlisted men. Many disappointed civilians who had expected 
to inherit all Belgian possessions on Independence Day joined in the 
mutiny. During the following days the mutiny spread through the rest 
of the Congo. In the major cities lawlessness prevailed and thousands 
of Belgians fled in panic. Premier Lumumba was unable to enforce 
the authority of the new government and unwilling to request Belgian 
help for fear of fanning the flames of violence still further. On July 11 
Tshombe declared that Katanga was seceding from the rest of the 
country and forming a new state allied with Belgium. Since Katanga 
Province was the wealthiest part of the Congo, possessing the former 
colony’s richest mineral deposits, this act of secession threatened the 
very life of the new state. Moreover, the provincial government of 
Katanga requested Belgian military help in order to suppress the violence 
that was engulfing it along with the rest of the Congo. Accordingly, 
Belgian troops re-entered Katanga for the purpose of restoring order. 
But on the following day, the Belgian government charged that since the 
new Congolese government of Premier Lumumba had been unable to 
protect the lives and interests of the remaining Belgian population, 
Belgian troops would march into Leopoldville as well. When the Bel- 
gians re-entered the capital, shooting broke out between them and 
Congolese soldiers. At this point the Lumumba regime began to blame 
the riots not on the Africans but on the Belgians. The Premier accused 
Belgium of aggression and stated that the colonial power had conspired 
with T’shombe to engineer the secession of Katanga Province in order to 
find a justification for the reimposition of colonial rule. What had 
started as only a local conflict thus quickly took on the dimensions of 
another major struggle between nationalism and colonialism. 

On July 13, 1960, members of the Lumumba regime cabled the United 
States government for aid but both Premier Lumumba and President 
Kasavubu immediately disavowed this appeal and stated that it had 
been meant as a request for a United Nations force composed of military 
personnel from neutral countries. Nevertheless, the earlier request proved 
enough to set off a sequence of events that overnight turned the Congo 
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into a battleground for the East-West struggle. Soviet Premier Khrush- 
chev immediately announced that the Congolese soldiers had been 
perfectly nght in their mutiny against the Belgian officers. He also 
claimed that the United States and the Western colonial powers in 
NATO had conspired to send Belgian troops into the Congo to te- 
impose colonial status under the pretext of restoring order. United 
Nations Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjéld called an emergency 
meeting of the Security Council and urged authorization for the dis- 
patching of a United Nations military force to the Congo. During the 
Council session, the Soviet Union condemned Belgian “armed aggres- 
sion” and accused the United States of collusion with colonialism. The 
United States denounced the Soviet accusation as “outrageous and 
untrue.” The Security Council, in an 8 to o vote, called on Belgium to 
withdraw its troops from the Congo and authorized the Secretary-General 
to organize a United Nations Peace Force to be patterned after the 
Middle East Force established during the Suez crisis of 1956. Both the 
Soviet Union and the United States voted for the resolution, while 
Britain, France, and Nationalist China abstained. 

Thus, the first United Nations resolution on the Congo reflected a 
tenuous consensus between the super-powers: the United States was 
eager to interpose the authority of the United Nations between East 
and West and to prevent the Congo from becoming yet another 
battlefield in the cold war; the Soviet Union was eager to speed the 
withdrawal of the Belgian forces and thus to play its role as self-appointed 
champion of anticolonialism. The solid backing of the African states 
for the resolution was a signal to both of the super-powers to stand clear. 

The East-West battle continued, however. Premier Khrushchev an- 
nounced that the Soviet Union was considering direct intervention in 
the Congo. He said that this might become necessary since he had 
received a telegram from President Kasavubu and Premier Lumumba 
stating that their lives were in danger and that they might “be com- 
pelled to ask for intervention by the Soviet Union if the Western camp 
(did) not desist from aggression against the sovereignty of the Congo 
Republic.” The Soviet leader pledged Russia’s support to Lumumba 
and told the West, “Hands off the Congo!” The Soviet delegation in 
the United Nations demanded the evacuation of the Belgian “aggres- 
sors” within three days. The United States representative, Henry Cabot 
Lodge, countered with the declaration that the United States “would 
do whatever may be necessary to prevent the intrusion of any military 
forces not requested by the United Nations.”1* The Security Council 
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unanimously barred unilateral intervention and urged the speedy with- 
drawal of Belgian forces. In the meantime, the United Nations Congo 
Force was gradually replacing the Belgian troops. The two super-powers 
were carefully excluded from the international contingent. Troops from 
twenty-nine nations, including Morocco, Tunisia, Ghana, Ethiopia, Mali, 
Guinea, Ireland, Sweden, and India—all under the United Nations flag 
—were deployed throughout the Congo to prepare the way for the more 
arduous task of building a responsible and viable Congolese govern- 
ment. (For a full discussion of UNEF and ONUC see Chapter 12.) 

Even while UN troops were arriving in the Congo, further complica- 
tions were in the making. Tribal antagonisms erupted into local wars; 
South Kasai, following the example of Katanga, seceded from the central 
government; and Moise Tshombe not only refused to dismiss his Belgian 
advisers and troops, but announced that he would meet any attempt 
by the United Nations to enter Katanga with force. 

In the light of all these developments, Hammarskjéld thought it 
necessary in early August to retum to the Council for a clarification 
of his mandate. The consensus between the super-powers continued to 
hold. Both the United States and the Soviet Union voted for a resolution 
sponsored by Tunisia and Ceylon which declared that “the entry of the 
United Nations Force into the province of Katanga (was) necessary,” 
and demanded the immediate withdrawal of Belgian troops from the 
province.'* The resolution was adopted by a vote of 9 to o with France 
and Italy abstaining. ‘The United States voted for the resolution with 
some misgivings because of the strong action against Belgium; the 
Soviet Union, which wanted even stronger action, had introduced a 
draft resolution which would have imposed upon the Secretary-General 
the obligation “to take decisive measures, without hesitating to use 
every means to that end,” to remove the Belgian troops. But in the 
end the Soviet Union too supported the Ceylon-Tunisia resolution. 

The precarious consensus between the super-powers broke down when, 
in the autumn of 1960, the new Congolese government disintegrated 
completely. A power struggle between Premier Lumumba and President 
Kasavubu erupted. The Soviet Union supported the Premier and sup- 
plied him with military equipment to crush the Katanga secessionist 
movement. ‘The Premier, however, was deposed and a young pro-Western 
colonel, Joseph Mobutu, took command. As a result, the Soviet bridge- 
head in the Congo had to be withdrawn. Under Mobutu’s rule, many 
Belgian administrators returned to the Congo as unofficial advisors. 

The super-powers now took opposing positions on the two rival 
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factions in the Congo government. The United States pressed the 
United Nations to recognize the Kasavubu-Mobutu government, while 
the Soviet Union continued to supply Lumumba with aircraft and trucks 
and accused the United Nations of partiality in the conflict. The United 
Nations representative in charge of this critical phase of ONUC’s opera- 
tions in the summer and fall of 1960 was Andrew W. Cordier, Executive 
Assistant to Dag Hammarskjéld. Cordier’s overriding concern was to 
uphold the Charter and to restore law and order in the war-torn Congo. 
In order to stop both Kasavubu and Lumumba from inflaming popular 
feelings even further and to prevent the outbreak of civil war, he decided 
to close all Congolese airports, thereby immobilizing. troops, and to 
shut down the national radio in Leopoldville. Three years later, N. T. 
Fedorenko, the Soviet delegate in the UN General Assembly’s Fifth 
Committee, was to declare that by this action, “Cordier had adopted a 
decision that broke Lumumba’s back” and had thus started the United 
Nations on its pro-Western course in the Congo.® Similarly, many 
highly placed United States officials later pointed to Cordier’s decision 
as having “stopped the Russians.” Cordier himself defended his action 
on the grounds that it had not been taken against one of the rival fac- 
tions or against one of the super-powers, but for the law of the United 
Nations and the Charter.1® 

After the closing of airports and radio stations by the United Nations, 
the Soviet Union accused the UN of neocolonialism and proposed a 
draft resolution directing the UN to cease any interference in the 
internal affairs of the Congo and to hand over the airports and radio 
stations to the central government. Only Poland supported this resolu- 
tion. Ceylon and Tunisia abstained and proposed a substitute resolution 
that endorsed the policies and actions of the Secretary-General. This 
resolution was vetoed by the Soviet Union.17 What remained of con- 
ensus between the super-powers on the Council now broke down com- 
pletely and the General Assembly was immediately called into emergency 
session. 

The super-powers now attempted to line up majorities for their 
opposing positions in the General Assembly. The United States led the 
forces seeking “to affirm and strengthen the mandate already given to 
the Secretary-General by the Security Council.” The Soviet Union, on 
the other hand, took the position that “the United Nations Command 
and the Secretary-General personally have unmasked themselves as 
supporters of the colonialists.”4* After intensive and often acrimonious 
debate, an overwhelming majority of the Assembly supported the Secre- 
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tary-General’s policy, appealed to members to refrain from unilateral 
action in the Congo, and created a Conciliation Commission, made up 
of African and Asian representatives, to pacify the internal dissensions 
in the Congolese government.’® 

The fiercest battle in the Assembly was waged over the question of 
who should represent the Congolese government in that body. The Re- 
public of the Congo had been admitted to membership on September 
20, but the question of seating its representatives had been left to the 
Credentials Committee. Several days later Guinea proposed that, pend- 
ing a decision of the Credentials Committee, representatives of the 
Lumumba government should be seated. This proposal was supported 
by Ceylon, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Mali, Morocco, and the United 
Arab Republic, all of which had troops in the Congo. It was also vigor- 
ously defended by the Soviet Union. 

The Guinean proposal evoked a sharp protest from Kasavubu, who im- 
mediately set out to plead his case at UN Headquarters in New York. 
On November 8 he appeared on the rostrum of the General Assembly 
and demanded the seating of his representatives. He was supported in 
this demand by the United States, which claimed that the Lumumba 
government had neither effective and stable control of the country nor 
the ability to fulfill its international obligations. The Assembly debate 
was adjourned briefly pending the return from the Congo of the Con- 
ciliation Commission. But the West had a clear majority on the 
Credentials Committee, which had been given a separate mandate after 
the vote of the Congo’s membership. The United States proposed the 
accreditation of the Kasavubu delegation, and after two days of heated 
debate the motion was adopted in Committee by a vote of 6 to 1. 
Lumumba’s supporters now had to bring their fight into the plenary. 

The two super-powers both lobbied intensively for their positions, 
especially among the African members of the Assembly. But it became 
clear very quickly that the United States position was the more per- 
suasive one. It was backed solidly by all the NATO powers, most of 
the Latin American states, and most of the French-speaking African 
members, although a considerable number of African and Asian states 
that had endorsed the Congo policy of the Secretary-General now balked 
and either abstained or voted against it. The final vote on the critical 
accreditation issue was 53 in favor, with 24 opposed and 19 abstentions. 
The United States position thus emerged victorious. The Soviet Union, 
in turn, now mounted a fierce attack on the Office and person of the 
Secretary-General. (For a full analysis of this attack, see Chapter 10.) 
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On February 13, 1961, it was announced that Patrice Lumumba had 
been killed by hostile tribesmen in Katanga. This event, which con- 
vulsed the Congo and brought it to the brink of civil war, also resulted 
in a partial restoration of the super-power consensus on the Security 
Council. On February 21 the Council passed its strongest resolution to 
date, urging that “the United Nations take immediately all appropriate 
measures to prevent the occurrence of civil war in the Congo, including 
... the use of force, if necessary, in the last resort.”2° The resolution also 
called for “an immediate and impartial investigation” of Lumumba’s 
death. While the United States and the Western powers had some mis- 
givings about the implications of the use of force, even “in the last 
resort,” they did endorse the tough operative paragraphs of the resolu- 
tion. The fact that most of the African and Asian states solidly supported 
the resolution helped persuade the United States to vote for it. France, 
however, decided to abstain. The Soviet Union, which by now was 
waging a relentless war against Hammarskjold and the entire Congo 
operation, found itself almost completely isolated in this position in 
the General Assembly. Fearful of alienating the African states if it vetoed 
the “force in the last resort” resolution, the Soviet Union abstained. 
Thus, with the reluctant approval of one of the super-powers and the 
tacit consent of the other, the Security Council once again took over 
the political guidance of the Congo operation. 

During the spring and summer of 1961 the Congo presented a picture 
of extreme confusion. Kasavubu had appointed Cyrille Adoula as Prime 
Minister of the Congolese government, but the Adoula government was 
unable to control the entire country. Lumumba’s Vice-Premier, Antoine 
Gizenga, established the “legitimate government” of the Congo in 
Stanleyville. And ONUC forces, in their efforts to integrate Katanga 
into the central government, ran into mounting resistance, not only 
from the Katangese forces of Moise Tshombe, but from French, Belgian, 
and South African mercenaries. Numerous casualties were suffered on 
both sides. Finally, on September 17, while engaged in an effort to 
persuade Tshombe, the Secretary-General was killed during a night 
flight when his airplane crashed near Ndola, in Northern Rhodesia. 

Against the background of Hammarskjéld’s tragic death, the Security 
Council met on November 13, barely ten days after the election of 
U Thant as Acting Secretary-General. The increasing turmoil in the 
Congo resulted in an even stronger resolution than that of February 21. 
With no negative votes and only France and the United Kingdom ab- 
staining, ONUC was now authorized “to take vigorous action, including 
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the use of the requisite measure of force for the immediate apprehension 
of all foreign military and paramilitary personnel and political advisers 
not under the United Nations command, and mercenaries.” Both 
super-powers strongly supported the resolution. The United Nations 
was now clearly committed to support Adoula’s central government 
against the secessionist efforts of both T’shombe and Gizenga. 

In early December Acting Secretary-General U Thant directed UN 
forces to re-establish law and order in Elisabethville, the capital of 
Katanga. This initiative resulted in heavy fighting. The UN moved in 
heavy reinforcements for an all-out offensive to gain control in Katanga. 
But some Western powers, notably Belgium and Great Britain, were 
still hesitant to see Tshombe suppressed. Apart from the considerable 
financial interests which both countries had in Katanga, Tshombe was 
seen as the only pro-Western anti-Communist, while Gizenga was seen 
as a serious Communist threat to the Congo, and the Central Govern- 
ment at best merely neutral. Even in the United States, the Tshombe 
regime had some supporters. Britain refused to supply bombs to the 
UN to be used against Katanga. The Western powers viewed the danger 
of Communist influence as the greater threat, while the anticolonial 
African and Asian nations saw Tshombe as the tool of “imperialism,” 
and thus the major danger. ‘The Soviet Union backed the anti-Tshombe 
forces. 

This time the UN was determined not to stop too soon, as it had 
done earlier. UN forces, supported by jet fighters, pressed on, and on 
December 20 Tshombe signed the Kitona Agreement, acknowledging the 
authority of the Central Government and promising to comply with 
the UN resolutions requesting the removal of foreign mercenaries. But 
talks to implement this agreement were not begun until March 1962, 
and in June, after a second breakdown of discussions, it appeared that 
Tshombe still had no intention of ending his secession. In late July 
U Thant submitted a plan for the reunification of the Congo, involving 
a 50-50 sharing of revenues from Katangese mines, integration of the 
Katangese army with that of the Central Government, and the dis- 
continuance of separate representation abroad, in return for which 
Katanga would receive considerable local autonomy. U Thant intimated 
that if this plan was not accepted economic pressures would be used, 
possibly extending to a complete trade and financial boycott. But neither 
Belgium, Britain, nor the United States wanted to allow the pressures 
to go beyond the economic sphere, and Tshombe’s conditional ac- 
ceptance of the plan sufficed to avert any economic sanctions. In Octo- 


The Pattern of Interdependence 135 


ber the West became preoccupied with the Cuban crisis and seemed 
content to let Congolese matters drag on. But the Chinese attack on 
India gave rise to Indian pressures to obtain the release of her troops 
in the Congo, numbering over 5000 men, to fight in the Himalayas. 
Moreover, the weakening of Premier Adoula’s position because of the 
Central Government’s inability to enforce its authority in Katanga 
created a need for the early settlement of the Katangese secession. 
Finally, ONUC was running into increasing financial difficulties. 

By December 1962 the pressure for economic measures against 
Tshombe increased. Adoula had been requesting such measures since 
August, but at that time both Britain and Belgium had been opposed. 
Nor had the United States actively supported such a move. Now Bel- 
gium shifted its stand, in return for a promise from the Central Govern- 
ment to grant Katanga a larger share of the mining revenue. The United 
States, too, threw its support behind Adoula. But Britain and the 
Union Miniere still refused to go along. Fighting broke out again in 
late December, but Elisabethville was captured by UN forces on De- 
cember 28, and the important mining center of Jadotville fell a week 
later. At first it appeared that Tshombe was going to fight to the end 
and pursue a scorched earth policy which would ruin Katanga, but he 
surrendered his last stronghold at Kolwezi in return for a general 
amnesty for Katanga officials. By the end of January 1963 the resistance 
was ended, though the Congo’s problems were far from over. The last 
UN troops were withdrawn in mid-1964 and the situation continued to 
be tense throughout that year. Ironically enough, Moise T’sshombe 
emerged as the new Premier of the Congo after the withdrawal of the 
UN forces. 

The escalation of the Congo crisis may be seen in three stages. The 
crisis began as a local conflict among several warring factions, or com- 
peting forms of nationalism. But when the new Congolese government 
blamed the secession of Katanga on Belgium, the tribal struggle merged 
into the larger one of nationalism versus colonialism. Finally, the super- 
power conflict entered the picture as the last of three widening con- 
centric circles: the Soviet Union gained its first foothold in the Congo 
through Lumumba and the United States felt impelled to support 
Kasavubu. 

Once both the colonial and the East-West struggles were involved, a 
pattern of mutual exploitation began to appear. The various nationalist 
factions in the Congo saw the East-West struggle as a means to an end, 
and the Soviet Union used nationalism to advance the cause of Com- 
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munism. Thus, the Soviet Union attempted to infiltrate the Congo by 
underwriting the most virulent form of Congolese nationalism. But the 
Congolese, in turn, by appealing to both East and West for help, sped 
the withdrawal of Belgian troops and placed a United Nations guarantee 
on the Congo’s independence. 

Perhaps most important was the paradoxical fact that the pattern of 
interdependence of the two main conflicts created a precarious consensus 
between the super-powers which permitted the establishment of the 
Congo Force. Thus the two super-powers, though their interests clashed 
in Africa, allowed the UN Security Council to act. The United States, 
interested in the pacification of the colonial struggle and the neutraliza- 
tion of the Congo, saw in the United Nations the most efficient instru- 
ment to attain these ends. The Soviet Union, aware of the new African 
nations’ high regard for the world organization, dared not be cast in the 
role of defying overwhelming Afro-Asian majorities in the General 
Assembly if the Security Council were to be paralyzed by a Soviet veto. 
Neither super-power was enthusiastic about the Council’s first two resolu- 
tions. The United States thought them too strong, the Soviet Union 
too weak. But both preferred them to inaction. 

The defeat of Lumumba turned the Soviet Union against the Congo 
operation. The General Assembly had to take over the direction of 
ONUC from a temporarily paralyzed Council. The UN operation in 
the Congo now proceeded against the express and active opposition of 
one of the two super-powers. It is doubtful whether or not the United 
States would have taken a very different position if Lumumba had been 
victorious in the Congolese power struggle and Kasavubu had been killed 
in his stead. Be that as it may, the death of Lumumba and the in- 
transigence of T’shombe in seceded Katanga restored a partial consensus 
between the super-powers on the Council. This consensus resulted in two 
of the toughest resolutions ever passed by a United Nations body. Once 
again they were thought to be too strong by the United States and not 
strong enough by the Soviet Union, but both super-powers permitted 
the Council to act. The UN, which at first had tried to remain aloof 
from the internal political struggles in the Congo, now discovered that 
this position had only created a power vacuum. Thus, it decided to sup- 
port the Central Government against the separatisms of both Tshombe 
and the political heirs of Lumumba. The United States gave this policy 
its active—though not enthusiastic—support. The Soviet Union, in 
turn, backed away from its policy of active obstruction to a more flexible 
one of passive opposition. 
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The Congo crisis again demonstrates that the struggle between East 
and West must be considered in conjunction with the struggle between 
the forces of nationalism and colonialism. In essence, the United States 
permitted the UN to act because it hoped to neutralize a “no man’s land” 
in Africa regarding the East-West struggle and because it was impressed 
with the powerful African backing for UN action. The Soviet Union 
permitted the UN to act because it, too, wanted to woo the Africans 
in the United Nations and because a veto would have brought about 
immediate action in the Assembly, where the Soviet Union had much 
less power and influence. Only when the Congo operation began to 
go directly against the interests of one of the super-powers was a veto 
cast. And when the UN’s policy became more acceptable, the Soviet 
Union once again stood clear. In the last analysis, the peculiar linkage 
between the two great international power struggles made it possible 
for the United Nations to take action, and, after four difficult and costly 
years, finally to bring a solution to the problems of the Congo within 
reach. 

Our analysis has shown that the two paramount political struggles of 
our time revolve around the liquidation or presérvation of colonialism 
and the expansion or containment of Communism. Most of the world’s 
nations are engaged in one of these two conflicts, many in both. Hence, 
there has emerged a web of global political interdependence, though 
each specific issue has produced its own unique alignment of forces. 

The revolutionary upheavals in China during the last hundred years 
demonstrate that the Chinese struggle against Western imperialism 
during the nineteenth century provided the seedbed for the Communist 
Revolution. Indeed, in historical perspective, it becomes clear that 
Chinese Communism is but the most recent phase of the Chinese 
nationalist reaction against the coming of the West. Communist China 
today is of course a major factor in the East-West struggle. But it, in 
turn, was the end product of the Chinese struggle for self-assertion. In 
China, therefore, the pattern of interdependence appears as a continuum: 
the East-West conflict actually grew out of the struggle between Chinese 
nationalism and Western imperialism. 

The Suez and Congo crises also exhibit the continuum pattern, though 
in a much shorter interval of time. Both crises began as local conflicts 
between competing forms of nationalism: the Arab states and Israel in 
the Middle East, and the tribal and regional jealousies among the 
several warring factions in the Congo. This conflict between competing 
forms of nationalism ushered in the next stage: nationalism versus 
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colonialism. Thus, in the Middle East, the Suez Canal crisis precipitated 
a violent eruption between Arab nationalism and the two colonial 
powers, Britain and France. And in Africa, the new Congolese govern- 
ment blamed the secession of Katanga on Belgium and, therewith, the 
tribal struggle merged into the larger one of nationalism versus co- 
lonialism. Finally, the East-West conflict entered the picture as the last 
of three widening concentric circles: The Soviet Union gained its first 
foothold in the Middle East as a result of the Suez crisis and the United 
States was compelled to protect the area against Communist expansion 
through the promulgation of the Eisenhower Doctrine. In Africa, the 
Congolese request for help to the United Nations and the almost simul- 
taneous appeal to the Soviet Union introduced the East-West struggle 
into that area. 

Once both political struggles were involved, the pattern of interde- 
pendence became one of mutual exploitation. Nationalists used the 
East-West struggle to shore up their position and the Soviet Union 
used the new nationalism to further its own ends. Nevertheless, the 
very conditions that gave rise to this multifaceted struggle for power 
also provided the opportunity for the strengthening of international 
order. The two super-powers, despite their divergent interests in the 
Middle East and Africa, permitted the establishment of UN Peace 
Forces. The struggle for power and the struggle for order both found 
their nourishment in the same soil. 

As the twentieth century completes its seventh decade, the web of 
interdependence between the two great political struggles has become 
truly universal. The 1940’s saw it expand into Asia; the ig50’s saw it move 
into the Middle East; and in the 1960's it reaches into the remotest 
comers of Africa. The international struggle for power among nations 
in our time has indeed become a one-world struggle. 

One important difference between the two struggles may suggest 
something about their ultimate resolution. In the East-West conflict 
the two sides have fought to a kind of stalemate, while in the North- 
South struggle the colonial powers have, for the most part, been con- 
ciliatory and the forces of anticolonialism are close to achieving victory. 
By and large, the issues in the former have turned on the propriety of 
substantive demands for change, while in the latter they have been 
concerned with tempo and modality of change. It is quite conceivable 
that the East-West conflict will still be with us in the next generation, 
but it is almost certain that the struggle over colonialism will pass before 
long into the pages of history. 
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-The Military 
Struggle for 
Power 


Blood and destruction shall be so in use, 

And dreadful objects so familiar, 

That mothers shall but smile when they behold 
Their infants quartered with the hands of war. 


SHAKESPEARE 
Julius Caesar, III, 2 


The East-West Military Struggle 


Since the coming of the nuclear age, it has frequently been said that 
war has become rationally unthinkable and therefore impossible. This 
assertion is untrue. It is based on the false premise that whatever is too 
horrible cannot happen. And it erroneously assumes that men always 
act rationally and that pathological behavior—like that of Hitler—was 
abruptly ended with the discovery of atomic power. The truth is that 
atomic warfare is a possibility. Atomic power, like other discoveries of 
genius, is inherently amoral. It is merely an instrument that in itself 
in no way guarantees human progress. How it is used—whether for wel- 
fare or for warfare—depends entirely on human choice and direction. 
The founders of the United Nations did indeed nurture the hope 
that the birth of the world organization would usher in a brave new 
world in which alliances and counteralliances, power politics and ag- 
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gressive war could at last be thrown into the garbage can of history. It 
was widely believed that the principle of collective security, if rigorously 
applied, would at last render these age-old international maneuvers 
superfluous. The meaning of this principle was nothing less than that 
international relations should henceforth be governed by “the rule of all 
for one and one for all.” There would be no more Ethiopias and no more 
Munichs. The overwhelming military power of the world community 
would be arrayed against aggression. Collective security was to be indif- 
ferent to traditional alliances, friendships, or animosities. It was to act 
impartially and anonymously. Indeed, it was hoped that the collective 
security principle would completely supersede all old-fashioned alliances. 

Actually, these hopes were never realized. The Great Power veto in 
the UN Security Council served as a clear reminder that the United Na- 
tions was not to have the function of mobilizing collective security 
against major aggressors. The intensification of the East-West struggle 
and the post-World War II gains made by Communism in Eastern 
Europe starkly pointed up this limitation. By 1947 the West had found 
to its dismay that the principle of collective security could not in prac- 
tice be applied to check further Communist expansion. In the absence of 
real unanimity among the Great Powers, the Security Council unanimity 
tule threatened to make a mockery of the collective security ideal. As 
a result of this blighting of the great hopes earlier entertained for the 
UN, there occurred a return to what Claude has called “selective se- 
curity,”? a devolution of military responsibility for keeping the peace 
from the United Nations to regional and bilateral arrangements. A 
military struggle of unprecedented magnitude began to take shape be- 
tween East and West. And in this struggle for preponderance there soon 
emerged a vast network of alliances and counteralliances. We shall now 
turn to a description and analysis of these alliance systems. 

Until 1947, the United States had consistently avoided “entangling 
alliances,” heeding the warning of her first President. But the absorption 
of most of Eastern Europe into the Soviet orbit elicited in the United 
States a profound fear of Soviet domination of all Europe. The growing 
conviction that the American national interest lay in the defense of 
Europe against Communism led to the abandonment of the “go it 
alone” policy. In March 1947 the President proclaimed the Truman 
Doctrine, offering American support to “free peoples who [were] resisting 
attempt to subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.’ 
This doctrine was applied immediately in the cases of Greece and Tur- 
key, which were threatened by Soviet infiltration. The successful Com- 
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munist coup in Czechoslovakia in the following year resulted in the 
traditional American policy of nonalliance being reversed altogether. 
In April 1949, in the North Atlantic Treaty, the United States committed 
itself to the proposition that a military attack upon ten Western Euro- 
pean countries or on Canada would be considered as an attack on the 
United States. The NATO Treaty became the first expression of a 
revolutionary American policy of collective defense. In the words of 
President Truman, it was “the first peacetime military alliance entered 
into by the United States since the adoption of the Constitution.”* 
Thus, ironically enough, the age of collective security ushered in for 
the United States an age of alliances, of checking power with counter- 
power. The Rio Treaty or Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assist- 
ance, which the United States had signed in 1947 with her sister 
republics in Latin America, was not, strictly speaking, a military alliance 
although it was alliance-like in its external orientation. It served to trans- 
form the traditional Monroe Doctrine into a multilateral arrangement 
and established machinery for the settlement of hemispheric disputes. 

Communist activity in the Far East, especially the outbreak of the 
Korean War, resulted in a quest for further allies. In 1951 the United 
States entered into bilateral security arrangements with Japan and the 
Philippines. In the same year, the ANZUS Treaty linking the United 
States to Australia and New Zealand was concluded. After the end of 
hostilities in Korea, a treaty of mutual defense with the Republic of 
Korea was added. The French loss of Indochina and Communist absorp- 
tion of North Vietnam caused the extension of the Western alliance 
system to Southeast Asia in the form of the Southeast Asia Treaty Or- 
ganization (SEATO), signed at Manila in 1954. SEATO included the 
ANZUS countries, two NATO countries (Britain and France), and three 
Asian countries (Pakistan, the Philippines, and Thailand). Vietnam, 
Laos, and Cambodia did not become signatories but were given SEATO 
“protection.” In December 1954 the United States concluded a mutual 
defense treaty with the Nationalist Chinese government on Formosa. 

By now, only the Middle East was excluded from the Western alliance 
system. In 1955 Britain, Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Pakistan joined in the 
Baghdad Pact. The United States did not technically become a member, 
since many Arab states considered the Pact an oblique attack on Arab 
unity, but in effect the United States was a mainstay of the new alliance. 
When, as a result of the Suez fiasco, British and French authority 
in the Middle East reached a new nadir and Communism gained its 
first foothold in the Arab world, the Eisenhower Doctrine, promulgated 
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in March 1957, attempted to salvage Western interest in the Middle 
East. This Doctrine suggested that the United States might “use armed 
force to assist any nation or group of nations requesting assistance 
against armed aggression from any country controlled by international 
Communism.” In the words of Secretary of State Dulles, the Doctrine 
had “as much effectiveness as membership in the Baghdad Pact.”® In 
July 1958 Iraq seceded from the Pact as a result of an internal revolution. 
The alliance continued to exist, however, under the new name of Central 
Treaty Organization (CENTO). 

By the early 1960’s the United States had bilateral or regional military 
alliances with forty-two nations: the Organization of American States 
(OAS) had twenty-one members; NATO, with the addition of West 
Germany in 1955, comprised fifteen signatories; SEATO included eight 
nations; and finally, the bilateral arrangements with Japan, South Korea, 
and Formosa complete the list. In addition to these formal military com- 
mitments, SEATO extended its “protection” to three Southeast Asian 
countries, and the Eisenhower Doctrine offered assistance to the nations 
of the Middle East. In a little over a decade the United States had thus 
changed from a “go it alone” policy to an alliance system of “going 
it with forty-two others.” 

Like the West, the Soviet Union also has sought military allies. 
During the years following World War II it entered bilateral security 
arrangements with the seven Eastern European countries that had been 
absorbed into the Soviet orbit. It also became a party to a multilateral 
alliance, the Conference of European Powers for the Assurance of Peace 
and Security in Europe, better known as the Warsaw Pact. This alliance, . 
established in 1955, linked the Soviet Union in a military pact with 
its seven Eastern European satellites. It was intended as a riposte to the 
North Atlantic Treaty and, indeed, was practically a carbon copy of 
NATO. Both provided that an armed attack upon one nation was an 
attack upon all; and in both, the commitment was to render such assist- 
ance, including armed assistance, as was deemed necessary. The Soviet 
rationale for the Warsaw Pact was that the inclusion of a rearmed West 
Germany in NATO made a Soviet defensive alliance absolutely essen- 
tial. In 1950 the Soviet Union concluded another bilateral mutual as- 
sistance treaty, this one with the new Communist government on main- 
Jand_China. 

Both East and West have consistently described their respective 
military alliance systems as purely defensive in character. Thus, in the 
West’s view, NATO was conceived as a reaction to Communist expan- 
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sion, with no aggressive designs whatsoever. In the Soviet view, however, 
NATO is an “aggressive, imperialist bloc” of hostile nations whose 
military alliances extend over most of the world and who—most terribly 
of all from the viewpoint of the Soviet Union—went so far as to rearm 
West Germany. Conversely, the West has tended to think of the War- 
saw Pact as a “collective Communist menace,” the military arm of the 
aggressive design of international Communism. 

By the early 1960’s two military blocs of unprecedented power and 
destructive capacity faced each other across a chasm of apparently 
unbridgeable political differences. Each claimed to be a purely defensive 
instrument against a war that neither wanted. Each was engaged in a 
gigantic arms race which was to deter the other from starting such a war. 
And, most important, each of the two super-powers leading the respec- 
tive alliance systems had at its disposal an arsenal of atomic weapons 
powerful enough to devastate most of the civilized world. We shall now 
turn to a specific analysis of the Western and Soviet alliance systems 
and the relationship between them. 


NATO: THE WEST'S MAIN MILITARY ALLIANCE IN THE NUCLEAR AGE 


The North Atlantic Pact, concluded in 1949, bound together twelve 
states of the Atlantic community: the United States, Britain, France, 
Canada, Italy, Portugal, Norway, Denmark, Iceland, Belgium, Holland, 
and Luxembourg. Greece and Turkey joined the Alliance in September 
1952 and West Germany’s accession in 1955 brought the total mem- 
bership to fifteen. The chief political arm of NATO has been its Perma- 
nent Council, composed of representatives of all the member states at 
the ministerial level. Its military organization consists of a Military 
Committee made up of the Chiefs of Staff of all NATO members. 
NATO?’s principal purpose has been the defense of Western Europe, 
which has been the responsibility of the Supreme Headquarters Allied 
Powers Europe (SHAPE). The Secretariat of NATO, like the United 
Nations Secretariat, has employed an international staff headed by a 
Secretary-General. 

The United States has clearly been the leading member of the 
Alliance. Arnold Wolfers has aptly applied the analogy of a wheel to 
describe the relationship of the United States to its partners in NATO. 
“The friends and allies of the United States are spread out along its 
rim each occupying the end of a spoke, while the United States is located 
at the hub of the wheel.”* Thus, danger to any allied country, Denmark 
or Turkey for example, would be communicated to the United States at 
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the center but not necessarily to other states on the rim. Any action 
emanating from the hub, however, would affect the entire wheel. ‘The 
United States has consistently viewed herself as the main “producer” 
of security, while casting most of her allies in NATO into the role of 
“consumers.” 

While NATO has doubtless been the most powerful of the Western 
military alliances, there have been problems and tensions which, at 
times, have seriously threatened the cohesion of the Pact. These prob- 
lems have tended to fall into two categories, one political, the other 
military. The political tensions have arisen from divergent national aims 
and policies pursued by the chief members of the Alliance. The military 
problems have been primarily of a strategic nature raised, above all, 
by the unprecedented dilemmas posed by the discovery of nuclear power. 

The struggle over colonialism has been responsible for some political 
schisms in NATO. As we have seen earlier, the United States has con- 
sidered the East-West struggle as paramount, but this view has not 
always been shared by all of her NATO allies. The Suez crisis illustrated 
this dilemma in all its stark contours. The United States voted against 
her two closest military allies, Britain and France, and paradoxically 
found herself aligned in the United Nations with the very power against 
which she had called NATO into existence. By preferring collective 
security through the United Nations to selective security via NATO, 
the United States seriously jeopardized the unity of the Alliance. 
Although Britain and France in effect had no choice but to remain in 
NATO, Anglo-French resentment was so considerable that a major 
operation had to be launched in order to retighten the bonds of the 
Pact. Indeed, the Suez crisis might well have led to NATO’s disintegra- 
tion. What if the British and French had not recoiled before the fact 
of a united world public opinion and had persisted—against the will 
of the United States—in their attempt to destroy the Egyptian govern- 
ment by force? Such a course might have left Britain and France no 
choice but to withdraw from the Alliance. 

The colonial struggle, like a hydra-headed monster, has also tended 
to rise in other parts of the world to haunt the American leadership of 
NATO. Thus the United States found itself embarrassed by a protracted 
dispute between India and Portugal over Goa, and by another long- 
standing quarrel between the Netherlands and Indonesia over the dis- 
position of West New Guinea. In both cases, NATO allies were involved. 
When India annexed the Portuguese enclave by force in 1961, the 
United States did protest, but was severely criticized by India for doing 


The East-West Military Struggle 147 
so. And when in the same year the United States voted against Portugal 
in the United Nations on the issue of Angola, Portugal threatened to 
evict the United States from its base in the Azores. Similarly, the United 
States was caught in the middle on the Dutch-Indonesian dispute, 
though in this case the conciliation attempts of an American inter- 
mediary and the peaceful transfer in 1963 of West New Guinea to Indo- 
nesia with the help of the United Nations prevented an actual outbreak 
of hostilities. 

The colonial dilemma at times occurs in even more complicated form. 
In the dispute over Cyprus, for example, three NATO powers were 
involved. Extremists in Greece wanted to annex the island, Turkey 
demanded partition, and Britain wanted to continue using Cyprus 
as a military base. In addition, the Greek and Turkish communities on 
the island itself harbored fierce resentment against each other. As a 
result, the American talent for mediation among its own NATO allies 
was tested to the limit. Nevertheless, the conflict could not be resolved 
in the NATO family, and in 1964 the UN Security Council dispatched 
a peace force to the embattled island in order to prepare the way for 
a solution. 

The United States has had to assuage other political tensions in order 
to maintain the unity of the Alliance. NATO has included both allies 
and enemies from World War II. Residual British and French fear of 
Germany had to be mitigated. The United States had to make the 
necessity for German rearmament plausible to those powers in the 
Alliance that had been most exposed to Nazi aggression during World 
War II. This task was not always easy. One specific example will serve 
to illustrate the point. 

In 1950 the United States thought it desirable to equip the European 
“continental sector” of the Atlantic Alliance for concerted self-defense. 
It was suggested that the Benelux countries, France, Italy, and new 
contingents from a hitherto demilitarized Germany should form a truly 
supra-national army. This European Defense Community (EDC) was 
to have a unified command, common uniforms, and common pay scales 
for the soldiers. The EDC idea incorporated both realism and vision. 
If constituted, such a European army would remove the traditional 
animosity between France and Germany; would make the necessity of 
German rearmament more palatable to other NATO members by 
subjecting West Germany’s military forces to international control; and 
finally (it was hoped), would strengthen NATO by providing it with 
a truly supra-national nucleus. The battle for ratification in the six 
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parliaments of the countries that were to constitute EDC continued 
from 1950 to 1954. By 1954 all the legislative bodies save the French 
National Assembly had given the idea their blessing and it seemed that 
an unprecedented experiment was about to be launched. But on August 
30, 1954, the French National Assembly rejected the treaty that would 
have established the EDC, not because “it feared Russia less but because 
it feared Germany more.” Most of the delegates in the French parlia- 
ment voted as though the choice available to them were between 
German rearmament or no German rearmament. As it turned out, 
the choice for the French actually lay between two types of German 
rearmament: rearmament within EDC, which would have integrated 
the German forces into a larger European command; or the rearmament 
of Germany as a sovereign state and a member of NATO. Quite 
possibly, if the French Deputies had known that the United States had 
decided to rearm Germany in any case, the EDC treaty would have 
been ratified by the National Assembly. As it turned out, however, 
traditional French suspicion of Germany prevented the emergence of 
a supra-national military force within the framework of the Atlantic 
Pact. In the words of one French Deputy, “They raped us three times 
and we’re not going to marry them now!” Yet half a year later a sovereign 
West Germany was admitted to NATO. Instead of the ambitious EDC, 
a more loosely organized European NATO nucleus was called into 
being: the Western European Union (WEU), comprising the six 
EDC countries as well as Britain. But WEU was a lukewarm com- 
promise. The European Defense Community had been scuttled on the 
rock of traditional animosities and suspicions. 

It must be pointed out, however, that since the EDC fiasco, the old 
World War II animosities have diminished steadily. Indeed, one of the 
most amazing developments within NATO has been the increasing 
rapprochement between West Germany and France. With General 
de Gaulle’s accession to the French presidency in 1958, many NATO 
observers feared the resurgence of old tensions. Instead, the drawing 
together continued apace until Franco-German solidarity had become 
a major bulwark of NATO’s strength. 

Finally, political schisms between the United States and her European 
allies have arisen from policy divergencies outside the European con- 
tinent. The best example of this has been the disagreement between 
the United States on the one hand and Britain and France on the 
other over policy toward Communist China. While the United States 
has withheld recognition of the Communist regime on the grounds that 
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it was illegal and an aggressor, Britain has consistently held that the 
mainland government must be recognized, if only because it was a fact 
of life and could not be ignored into oblivion. In 1964 President de 
Gaulle recognized Communist China and, in addition, clashed sharply 
with the United States over policy toward South Vietnam. These differ- 
ences have tended to strain relations between the United States and 
its two major NATO allies whenever the China question has arisen. 

The second set of problems confronting the American leadership 
of NATO has been concerned with the challenge of nuclear power. So 
long as the United States possessed a monopoly of nuclear power, most 
American military thinkers tended to base NATO’s primary defense 
against the Soviet Union upon the concept of atomic deterrence. Fear of 
atomic retaliation, it was hoped, would prevent Communist aggression. 
Sir Winston Churchill expressed this early view when he said in March 
1949: “It is certain that Europe would have been communized like 
Czechoslovakia and London under bombardment sometime ago but 
for the deterrent of the atomic bomb in the hands of the United States.” 

Secretary of State Dulles, speaking for the United States in January 
1954, also placed most of his faith in the Great Deterrent, although 
he admitted the necessity of local defense with conventional weapons 
as an auxiliary factor: 


Local defense will always be important. But there is no local defense which 
alone will contain the mighty landpower of the Communist world. Local 
defenses must be reinforced by the further deterrent of massive retaliatory 
power. A potential aggressor must know that he cannot always prescribe 
battle conditions that suit him. Otherwise, for example, a potential ag- 
gressor, who is glutted with manpower, might be tempted to attack in places 
where his superiority was decisive. 

The way to deter aggression is for the free community to be willing and 
able to respond vigorously at places and with means of its own choosing.® 


This policy of the Great Deterrent or reliance upon “massive retaliation,” 
as it came to be called, suggested that a Soviet military attack upon any 
member of the alliance might be countered with a crippling atomic 
attack. The essence of this policy was not the stationing of American 
troops in NATO countries nor even the presence there of American 
bases, but the commitment itself. The United States intended to spread 
the strength of its atomic shield over the weakness of its allies and thus 
place them under virtually invulnerable protection. 

For a time this tying of NATO to the American atomic monopoly 
seemed to give the West a decisive edge in its confrontation with the 
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Soviet Union. But haunting doubts once more began to torment NATO 
planners. For one thing, it seemed that the “massive retaliation” strategy 
was highly inflexible and tended to commit the United States to a kind 
of “all or nothing” policy. The Great Deterrent seemed an efficient 
instrument in case of an all-out Soviet attack, but what if the Soviet 
Union should choose to provoke some more local conflict? Or if it 
should limit itself to aggression through infiltration? In such cases, the 
Great Deterrent seemed to be a disproportionate application of military 
force. This in turn raised the question of credibility. If a threat is to 
be effective, it must be believed or at least considered within the realm 
of the possible. Would the Soviet Union believe that the United States 
and NATO would unleash “massive retaliation” with atomic weapons 
in case of an East German attack on West Berlin, or of a Soviet attack 
on Portugal? Or would this strategy be invoked only in case of a Soviet 
attack on the United States itself? Might not the Soviet Union assume 
that in a showdown the United States would not be able to bring itself 
actually to use the Great Deterrent? The problem was that the strategy 
of “massive retaliation” tended to leave the West too exclusively pre- 
pared for a total war—which might seem unwarranted—and too little 
prepared for aggression of the “nibbling” variety, which was the kind 
most likely actually to be encountered. 

The validity of such fears as to the adequacy of “massive retaliation” 
strategy became apparent on three different occasions during the 1950’s. 
Encouraged by the high hopes of the “massive retaliation” policy, 
Secretary Dulles announced that NATO’s aim of containment of Com- 
munism was no longer sufficient. To win the East-West struggle, the 
Secretary declared, the United States would embrace a policy of “ib- 
eration” toward the Eastern European satellites of the Soviet Union. 
Whether “liberation” meant military or political or merely moral sup- 
port by the United States and NATO was never clearly spelled out. 
The first test of the new policy occurred in June 1953 when, in a spon- 
taneous revolutionary outbreak, East German workers and students 
rose against their Communist government. When Chancellor Konrad 
Adenauer asked the United States government whether it planned to 
intervene on the basis of the “liberation” policy, the answer was nega- 
tive. The second test took place during the Polish uprising of October 
1956. In this instance, even while the Soviet Union was weighing 
alternatives, Secretary Dulles announced on the radio on October 21 
that, in case of Soviet military intervention, the United States would 
take no action.® The most dramatic test of the liberation formula, of 
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course, was the Hungarian revolution of October 1956. In this case, the 
United States’ attitude proved to be one of complete paralysis, with 
the liberation policy petering out in only a lame American recommenda- 
tion in the United Nations to “study suitable moves.’”!° These three 
events amply showed that since the liberation policy, coupled with the 
strategy of “massive retaliation,” could too easily lead to World War 
ITI, it was in fact felt to be too risky to be invoked. 

The possible consequences of the Great Deterrent began to cause the 
United States’ allies concern. Of particular worry was the fact that if 
American protection through massive retaliation were to serve its pur- 
pose, it would have to be premised on the continuing atomic monopoly 
of the United States. The grounds for this fear became a reality when 
in August 1953 the Soviet Union exploded its first hydrogen bomb. 
The promulgation of the American “massive retaliation” doctrine five 
months later seemed anachronistic to most European military planners. 
Their thinking began to run something like this: “If the Americans 
mean what they say and unleash the Great Deterrent, we shall become 
an atomic rubble heap; but if they do not mean what they say and are 
bluffing, the Red Army will take over Western Europe without a shot. 
Either way, we are the losers.” Thus, many NATO allies became almost 
as fearful of American protection as of Soviet aggression. As a result, 
most of America’s allies began to raise their voices for “no annihilation 
without representation.” 

With the development of the new nuclear stalemate between East 
and West, the NATO allies’ attitude toward the United States changed 
sharply. Suddenly, membership in the alliance seemed a provocation 
to the Soviet Union and hence fraught with danger. The fate of each 
member of the pact seemed to hinge upon decisions of the United States. 
To free themselves from this situation and possible danger, most of 
the powers became intent on developing their own defense policies 
independent of the United States. But sharp disagreement arose among 
members of the Western Alliance and within each country as to the most 
effective methods for establishing such policies. Some observers felt 
that their nations should join the “nuclear club” as rapidly as possible 
and thus be in a position to develop their own atomic defense policies. 
This could be done by stepping up the pace of national atomic research, 
or by appealing to the United States to share the secrets of the atom. 
Other observers were convinced that the road to safety lay not in the 
quest for atomic weapons but in a retreat from power. Since member- 
ship in NATO was now a policy entailing great risk, it was argued that 
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the best way of enhancing the chances of survival was to withdraw from 
NATO and pursue a policy of neutrality. 

This process of reappraisal in the capitals of Western Europe con- 
fronted the United States with renewed dilemmas of power and re- 
sponsibility. While some of the NATO nations, such as Britain and 
France, succeeded in joining the “nuclear club,” others counted on the 
United States to supply them with technical knowledge and mate- 
rials with which to develop independent atomic arsenals. Yet for the 
United States to grant this request entailed serious responsibilities. It 
meant the dispersion of atomic power to many countries, with unfore- 
seeable consequences. Although under the terms of the Atlantic Pact 
all partners were equal, in the American view some were “less equal than 
others”—that is, less dependable. If the United States were to decide to 
give atomic weapons to Norway, a democracy, would she be in duty 
bound to grant them also to Portugal, a dictatorship? In any case, the 
dissemination of atomic weapons throughout NATO might increase the 
mathematical chances of a war through inadvertence. This fact had to 
be weighed against the opposing claim that independent atomic arsenals 
for each member nation would strengthen the Alliance as a whole. 
Furthermore, if the United States were to vest nuclear power in its 
NATO allies, could it refuse similar requests from SEATO or OAS, 
and if so, on what grounds? But if the United States refused to furnish 
any atomic weapons at all to its allies, would the Soviet Union believe 
the American claim that it would protect a European ally even at the 
risk of exposing the United States to Soviet atomic attack? For example, 
if the Soviet Union were to threaten the “liberation” of West Berlin 
and were to warn the United States of atomic retaliation if Washington 
interfered, would the United States then honor its obligation to its 
West German partner in NATO? Or would the Soviet Union only 
take seriously a threat from the country that it intended to attack, in 
this case West Germany itself? Many observers were convinced that the 
Soviet Union would find only those threats of nuclear reprisal credible 
that came from the nation whose own survival was at stake. Hence the 
biggest dilemma that the United States now faced was how to respond 
to a Soviet attack which was limited to a particular member of NATO. 

The United States has continued to agonize over the dilemma of 
whether or not to share nuclear weapons with its NATO allies. In 1960 
the first proposals to convert the entire Alliance into a nuclear striking 
force were put forward: General Lauris Norstad, Supreme Commander 
of NATO, suggested a NATO atomic force, based on an allied pool of 
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atomic power but separate from the American, British, and French 
forces of the same kind. This plan was to provide an added deterrent 
against the Soviet Union; it was to meet allied demands for a share in 
the control of nuclear arms in Europe; and it was to give assurance to 
the NATO allies that they would have atomic arms of their own, thereby 
allaying suspicions that the United States might withhold nuclear 
defense of Europe for fear of nuclear retaliation by the Soviet Union 
on its own soil. A “fire brigade” of highly mobile forces equipped with 
tactical nuclear weapons was also proposed to deal with “brush-fire” 
conflicts. 

The Administration of President John F. Kennedy re-examined the 
entire problem of nuclear sharing. It came to the conclusion that, in 
the light of the mutually deterrent effect of Soviet and American nuclear 
power, the importance of conventional forces was increasing. Hence 
American proposals now sought to trade United States nuclear com- 
mitments for conventional build-ups on the part of the Europeans. For 
example, the United States offered to commit five Polaris missiles to 
NATO in return for an increase of European conventional forces to 
thirty divisions. Many European military thinkers were hesitant, how- 
ever, and pointed out that such arrangements were too one-sided, since 
the United States would keep its finger on the atomic trigger. President 
de Gaulle of France, for example, declared that an independent national 
nuclear force was now more important than ever, since no one could be 
sure that an American President would always be willing to risk nuclear 
devastation by defending Europe. The United States, in turn, strongly 
opposed the development of national nuclear forces in Europe for fear 
of being drawn into a nuclear war against its will. 

The dialogue continued with an American proposal, made in 1961, 
to create “a NATO seaborne force which would be truly multilateral in 
ownership and control.”!2 While the Europeans were invited to partici- 
pate in the establishment of policy guidelines, the United States insisted 
on maintaining a veto power over the use of the nuclear weapons. Hence 
European suspicions were far from allayed, even though in 1963 the 
United States proposed a multilateral NATO force of mixed crews. 
The Europeans’ own quest for nuclear independence met with mixed 
results, however: in 1962 the British had to eliminate their plans for a 
“Skybolt missile” for technical reasons; and the French force de dis- 
suasion, while of some limited military value, was widely regarded as 
primarily a status symbol. 

On the whole, the problem of nuclear sharing has not been resolved, 
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since the United States has retained its veto over the use of nuclear 
weapons. All other concessions have been regarded by the Europeans as 
peripheral and insufficient. They have demanded participation in the 
entire NATO decision-making process ranging from the creation of 
forces to the use of the ultimate weapons. Nothing short of this is likely 
to satisfy them. This continuing dialogue has forced the United States 
continuously to re-examine its fundamental strategic thinking. 

In regard to this even more basic problem of strategic doctrine, the 
United States has been engaged in a process of re-evaluation ever since 
the Soviet Union exploded its first atomic bomb. After 1956 there was 
almost unanimous agreement in the United States that the concept of 
massive retaliation had become obsolete. Leading military thinkers in the 
United States began to feel that the United States had added the 
hydrogen bomb to its arsenal in the East-West struggle without making 
room for its implications in American strategic thinking. Since “massive 
retaliation” was an all-or-nothing posture, the Soviet Union would be 
able to win the military struggle by installments: 

If the Soviet bloc can present its challenges in less than all-out form it may 
gain a crucial advantage. Every move on its part will then pose the appalling 
dilemma of whether we are willing to commit suicide to prevent encroach- 


ments, which do not, each in itself, seem to threaten our existence directly 
but which may be steps on the road to our ultimate destruction.* 


It was pointed out that the United States’ capacity for “massive re- 
taliation” had created a “psychological gap,” a situation in which Amer- 
ica’s NATO allies had become convinced that they had nothing to 
gain from it and the Soviet leaders had begun to feel that they had noth- 
ing to fear from the threat of it. In the words of the observer cited 
above, “the dilemma of the nuclear age reside[d] in the impossibility 
of combining maximum horror with maximum certainty.”!4 

It was from this type of thinking that the new strategic concept of 
“graduated deterrence” emerged. This concept was based on the simple 
assumption that to make the threat less horrible would render it more 
credible. The United States would not have to place itself in a position 
of risking its national substance every time a stand had to be taken 
against aggression. Instead, NATO would inform the Eastern military 
bloc that the West was determined to exact a price for Soviet aggression 
that would exceed the benefits to be gained from the act, but that such 
retaliation would not aim at the total destruction of the Soviet Union 
itself. ‘Thus, by a kind of Benthamite calculus, each crime would be 
punished in proportion to its seriousness. The United States would not 
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say to the Soviet Union: “If you march into West Berlin, we may do 
something terrible to you, even use massive retaliation.” It would wam, 
rather: “If you march, we shall make you pay a price that will exceed 
the prize gained from your act.” Exactly how and in what magnitude 
the more limited wars of this strategy of “graduated deterrence” would 
be fought of course raised many further problems of far-reaching com- 
plexity. 

The great hope of the strategy of “graduated deterrence” among the 
members of NATO was that it should combine a minimum threat with 
a maximum of credibility. ‘Thus, they looked to a wide range of weapons, 
including nuclear arms, in order to achieve as wide a variety of choices 
of retaliation as possible. This strategy, it was held, would make NATO 
much more flexible than it had been. For so long as every war threatened 
to mushroom into an all-out war, NATO allies were naturally inclined to 
do their best to prevent any action by the United States that would in- 
volve them. But with the availability of a variety of strategic alterna- 
tives, it was reasoned, this reluctance would be overcome and the Atlantic 
Alliance could once again function as a truly effective instrument of 
deterrence. 

Critics of this new strategic doctrine, however, pointed out that 
it rested on the dubious assumption that the actions of the opposing 
military bloc would always be governed by rationality. They admitted 
that “massive retaliation” had purchased deterrence at an exorbitant 
tisk, but expressed serious doubt as to whether a limited war in the 
atomic age—especially one fought with nuclear weapons—would remain 
limited. The premise of “graduated deterrence” was almost a medieval 
one—a kind of chivalry imposed by necessity upon the two opponents 
not to unleash the ultimate weapon against one another. But how would 
NATO know what “the other side” would actually do, and whether it 
would always react rationally? Even if its rationality could be counted on, 
would it believe NATO’s “guarantee” to make the punishment fit the 
crime? And, most important, would not the use of “tactical” nuclear 
weapons by NATO result in the use of similar or more powerful “tacti- 
cal” weapons by the other side, until one of the two antagonists would 
decide to use “strategic” atomic weapons, from which it would only be a 
short step to “massive retaliation”? In other words, the critics of a “gradu- 
ated deterrence” strategy for NATO felt that a war in the nuclear age 
could begin as a limited war, but was likely to end as an all-out war. 
Hence, “graduated deterrence” would, sooner or later, lead to “massive 
retaliation” by both sides, and total destruction. 
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The problem of targeting also caused major concern. It was quickly 
realized that a “second strike counter-city” doctrine would be ineffective, 
since the destruction of Soviet cities would still leave the Soviet striking 
force intact. Nor was a “second strike counter-force” strategy completely 
satisfactory, since even the most careful targeting of the enemy’s missile 
sites could not ensure the complete elimination of his nuclear bases. In 
the absence of any one completely adequate strategic doctrine, the 
United States decided to emphasize a maximum of flexibility in its de- 
fense posture, ranging from guerrilla warfare all the way up to nuclear 
war. 

The United States leadership in NATO has not been able to resolve 
the fearful dilemmas created by the condition of mutual atomic deter- 
rence that has prevailed between the two super-powers. It is difficult to 
say whether this condition has loosened or tightened the bonds of the 
NATO pact. But it has vastly complicated intra-bloc relationships. The 
uncertainties and ambiguities of Alliance strategy in the nuclear age have 
created an extreme ambivalence between the United States and its part- 
ners, a kind of love-hate relationship, a “dialectic of dependence and 
counter-dependence,” a constant process of asking “who needs whom 
most and who will defend whom?”? As long as the United States was 
safe from Soviet atomic attack, she tended to doubt the readiness of her 
NATO partners to fulfill their obligations in a war which would involve 
the two super-powers. Would France “come through” if the Soviet 
Union were to launch an attack upon the United States and threaten 
France with complete destruction unless she remained neutral? But even 
while the United States still possessed an atomic monopoly, some of her 
NATO allies feared the opposite, namely that the United States would 
not “come through” in case of a Soviet attack on a NATO country that 
was not considered “vital” to America’s defense. With the coming of 
mutual deterrence between East and West, the mutual suspicions be- 
tween the United States and her NATO partners have grown. Will the 
United States stand by the defense of France if this may mean the 
destruction of her own national substance? And, conversely, American 
fear of European “neutralism” has become far more acute. The agony 
of searching for a viable strategic doctrine, coupled with the knowledge 
that neither “massive retaliation” nor “graduated deterrence” has 
supplied a solution, has led to intense anxiety. Only one fundamental 
truth has emerged from this quest for unity among the members of the 
Atlantic Pact: the nuclear age permits a choice only among evils. 

Despite the tensions that have plagued it, NATO has been the West’s 
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most powerful military alliance. The United States, indeed, has tended to 
regard it as its most important shield against further incursions by Com- 
munism. In comparison with this favored position of NATO, other 
alliances in the West’s military network have tended to play a distinctly 
peripheral role. SEATO, for example, has been of very limited value be- 
cause only three Asian countries have chosen to associate themselves 
with it. These three—the Philippines, Thailand, and Pakistan—have 
been more in the nature of “consumers” than “producers” of Western 
security. The powerful countries of Asia, such as India, have abstained 
from SEATO, in part because of the inclusion of all the Western colo- 
nial powers in the American alliance system. Pakistan’s membership in 
SEATO has alienated India even more. In fact, India has accused the 
United States of having forced her to increase armaments expenditures 
because of American military assistance to Pakistan through SEATO. 
On the whole, the creation of SEATO seems to have brought more 
political losses than military gains. CENTO, too, especially since the 
British defeat in Suez and the defection of Iraq, has not appreciably 
added to Western military strength. In fact, it has been argued that the 
membership of Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan has turned CENTO into a 
pro-Moslem rather than an anti-Communist alliance. 

In an overall perspective, the United States’ “collector’s approach” to 
alliances has raised many serious problems. The about-face from “no 
entangling alliances” to an all-inclusive alliance system has often brought 
little more than formal unity within the Western military camp.?¢ It has 
at times placed the United States in the anomalous position of engaging 
in an armaments race with itself. For example, the United States has 
supported Pakistan as a member of SEATO, but when India armed 
against Pakistan, has had to support India as well, for fear of endangering 
the latter’s benevolent neutrality. 

The American “greatest good by the greatest number of signatures” 
approach has given the Western alliance system a somewhat mechanical 
complexion. One thoughtful observer has gone so far as to state that 
SEATO has become a useless alliance from the military point of view 
and a harmful one politically.17 While this view seems somewhat exagger- 
ated, it does point up the fact that the American conception of “safety 
through numbers” is of dubious validity. Indeed, it seems that the United 
States has tended to overemphasize military defense in places where 
political allegiance should have been secured first. In the process, she 
has frequently found herself sacrificing the latter to the former. This 
has most prominently been the case with SEATO and CENTO, which, 
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as a result, have been weak alliances. The strength of NATO, on the 
other hand, has largely lain in the fact that it has represented much more 
than merely a military commitment. Under Article 5 of the NATO 
Charter, indeed, the only legal commitment by the United States is to 
do what it would “deem necessary” in case of Soviet aggression. It could 
take no action whatever and still be within its legal rights. Yet the 
NATO Alliance, based on common dedication to the values of Western 
civilization, has remained stronger than the disruptive influences of 
divergent interests within it. This is not equally true of the other 
Western military pacts. 

The root of America’s difficulties as leader of the Western alliance 
system is to be found in the American belief that the greatest danger 
confronting the Western world is Communism. So long as, and to the 
extent that this view is not shared by all her military allies, dissensions 
within the Western camp continue. NATO’s greater cohesion in relation 
to SEATO and CENTO has been attributable in large part to the over- 
riding concern with Communism of the NATO powers. Among many 
of the United States’ non-European allies, in contrast, other loyalties 
and fears have tended to predominate. In addition, the condition of 
mutual deterrence has convinced some non-European powers that the 
path to safety lies not in closeness to, but in distance from, the United 
States. In sum, the North Atlantic Pact, despite all the difficulties be- 
setting it, has remained the West’s foremost—perhaps only—effective 
military bulwark. 


THE EAST'S MILITARY ALLIANCE SYSTEM 


The two major pillars of the East’s military alliance system have been 
the Warsaw Pact and, until the late 1950’s, the Sino-Soviet Alliance. 

The Warsaw Pact, concluded in 1955 as a counterpoise to NATO, 
has committed the Soviet Union to the defense of its seven Eastern 
European satellites. Its Article 4—virtually a carbon copy of NATO’s 
Article 5—commits the Soviet Union to such armed assistance as it 
might “deem necessary.” Yet in other respects, the Warsaw Pact has 
differed significantly from its Western counterpart. For one thing, while 
the former has been geographically compact, the membership of the 
latter extends over a great distance. Moreover, the main difference be- 
tween the two alliances lies in the fact that the Soviet Union has insisted 
on fairly tight political bonds within the Alliance, whereas the United 
States has been content with quite loose ones. All NATO partners have 
been relatively free agents, but it would be difficult to speak of Bulgaria 
as a sovereign equal in the Warsaw Pact. The United States has never 
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compelled a NATO ally to remain within the Alliance by force. But 
what kept Hungary in the Warsaw Pact after 1956 was clearly not her 
freely given consent. Whereas NATO military policy has admittedly 
been strongly influenced by American leadership, the Warsaw Pact has 
been almost completely dominated by the Soviet Union. Whereas the 
NATO powers’ share in Wester security has been the subject of multi- 
lateral negotiations, Eastern Europe’s contributions to Soviet security has 
in effect been determined by unilateral decision of the Soviet Union. 
Finally, the American military leadership in NATO has not been ac- 
companied by the export of ideology, while the Soviet Union has at- 
tempted to cement the military bonds of the Warsaw. Pact with the 
unifying mortar of the Communist creed. 

Though the structural differences between the two military blocs 
have thus been great, the strategic problems they have faced have been 
fairly similar. Ironically enough, the coming of mutual deterrence has 
confronted the Soviet Union with strategic agonies analogous to those 
tormenting the United States. Dilemmas of “massive retaliation” and 
“graduated deterrence” have also been plaguing the Warsaw Pact 
nations. More specifically, the Soviet Union’s problem of whether or not 
to give nuclear weapons to its allies has been no less difficult than the 
same issue confronting the United States. ‘There has been pressure on 
Moscow to share its nuclear monopoly. Western rearmament of Germany 
has given rise to great fears, particularly in Poland and Czechoslovakia. 
If they possessed atomic weapons, these nations have argued, their 
security would be restored. In this decision the Soviet Union, like the 
United States, has seen “its native hue of resolution sicklied o’er with 
the pale cast of thought.” On the one hand, could the Soviet Union 
refuse atomic weapons to East Germany if the West Germans should be 
so equipped by the United States? On the other, what if another Tito, 
equipped with nuclear weapons, were to decide to leave the Warsaw 
Pact? And what if the Hungarians had had atomic weapons in 1956? 
Moreover, nationalist tendencies and de-Stalinization programs in most 
of the Eastern European countries have greatly reduced the degree of 
Soviet control over Eastern Europe. 

On the whole, the cohesion of both NATO and the Warsaw Pact has 
loosened. The fear of atomic attack by a super-power has set in motion 
a pattern of dependence and counterdependence in both military blocs. 
One expert has described this loosening process as follows: 


Considering the over-all picture of the alliances . . . one is impressed by the 
similarity of the changes that have occurred in the structure of the European 
alliances on both sides of the Iron Curtain. The seemingly irreversible trend 
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toward a two-bloc system that marked the immediate postwar era has been 
arrested, if not reversed. The uncommitted nations not only want to remain 
uncommitted but have, with a few exceptions, also shown the ability to 
do so. On the other hand, many of the European nations that are com- 
mitted as allies of one or the other of the superpowers would like to join the 
ranks of the uncommitted nations but have, with the exception of Yugo- 
slavia, been unable to do so. They have at best been able to move to the 
outer confines of the blocs to which they belong, but have had to stop there. 
In consequence, the two-bloc system is in the process of loosening but not 
of breaking up.%® 


The most formidable military instrument of the East used to be the 
Sino-Soviet Alliance concluded in February 1950. In this Treaty the two 
parties had agreed that, in case of attack on one, the other would use 
all means available to provide immediate military and other assistance. 
We have seen earlier that the Chinese Communist Party reached power 
without Soviet assistance and that Stalin obviously sacrificed ideological 
uniformity on the altar of coalition unity when he recognized the new 
regime upon its accession to power. This relationship had made of the 
Sino-Soviet Pact a genuine alliance between two equals, held together 
by joint interests and coordinated policies—unlike the Warsaw Pact, 
which was dominated by the Soviet Union. 

The Sino-Soviet Alliance held fast into the late 1950’s, but then began 
to disintegrate in the context of the widening ideological rift. As late as 
1957 the Soviet Union made an agreement with Communist China 
providing its ally with technical atomic assistance in order to speed 
China’s entry into the nuclear club, and in 1958 Premier Khrushchev 
fully endorsed the Chinese Communist claim to Formosa, pledging that 
“an attack on the People’s Republic of China was an attack on the Soviet 
Union.”?® 

In 1959, however, China’s aggressive attitude over the Quemoy ques- 
tion and her incursions into Indian territory forced the Soviet Union to 
reconsider its policy of equipping its ally with nuclear teeth. Moreover, 
China’s claim that “after the next war there would be twenty million 
Americans, five million Englishmen, fifty million Russians, and three 
hundred million Chinese left,” no doubt gave the Soviet Union food for 
thought.*? At any rate, Russia abrogated her nuclear assistance treaty 
with China in 1959 and had withdrawn most of her technicians from 
China by 1960. There is little doubt that this action was one of the major 
factors contributing to the rising temperature of the Sino-Soviet dispute. 
It also demonstrated that the dispute was shifting from an ideological 
disagreement over the best method of “burying” the West to a power 
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struggle between two competing national states. After all, ownership of 
the bomb by one Communist state would have been sufficient to advance 
the cause of world Communism. But the fact that the Chinese wanted 
atomic power in their own right and attained it in 1964 showed that 
they were eager to demonstrate their national power too—vis-d-vis Russia 
as well as the West. By the mid-1960’s little if anything remained of the 
Sino-Soviet Alliance of 1950. 


THE EAST-WEST MILITARY CONFRONTATION 


During the 1950’s, the discussion of East-West problems increasingly 
shifted from the political to the military realm. Evidence of this develop- 
ment could be seen in the growing preoccupation of the two super- 
powers not with matters of diplomatic substance but with propagandistic 
flourishes of military power. Some leading military thinkers on both sides 
continued to profess their desire to see the arms race ended. For example, 
General Lauris Norstad, Supreme Commander of NATO, said in 1957: 
“No military man is pleased with the present status quo—two armed 
camps sitting opposite each other. That would be a hell of a state of 
affairs to perpetuate.”?1 Other military leaders, however, fatalistically con- 
cluded that, like other arms races before it, the East-West weapons 
build-up would sooner or later lead to war and that the only open ques- 
tion was therefore the question of what kind of war it was necessary to 
be prepared for: all-out, limited conventional, or limited nuclear. This 
vacillation between statements of hope for the best and fears for the 
worst tended to characterize the Eastern and Western alliance systems 
alike during the 1950's. 

This confrontation of two opposing military blocs was commonly 
referred to as “bipolarity” before it was transformed in many important 
ways in the 1960’s. In itself such a political division of the world was by 
no means unprecedented. Athens and Sparta, Rome and Carthage pro- 
vide classic illustrations of bipolar relationships. ‘The U.S.-Soviet bipolar- 
ity was unique, however, in that the two protagonists were equipped 
with weapons that in case of war would, for the first time in history, 
threaten the survival not.only of entire populations but of the species 
itself. Though it has occurred before, bipolarity has not been the normal 
pattern in history. More typically, the power configuration among nations 
has been that of a multiple equilibrium, known as “balance of power.” 
This multiple equilibrium provided a flexible framework in which a 
number of nations sought to maximize their power and, at the same time, 
frequently switched sides so as to prevent any one from attaining pre- 
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ponderance. This traditional balance of power in our time gave way to 
what Sir Winston Churchill so aptly called the “balance of terror,” a 
precarious balance between two super-powers, each equipped with the 
weapons of nuclear mass destruction. In this new situation room for 
maneuvering steadily lessened, with the result that there was no longer 
a flexible balance but, in effect, two virtually frozen and uncompromising 
blocs. The super-powers could only 


... advance and meet in what is likely to be combat, or they can retreat and 
allow the other side to advance into what to them is precious ground. Those 
manifold and variegated maneuvers through which the masters of the balance 
of power tried to either stave off armed conflicts altogether or at least make 
them brief and decisive, yet limited in scope—the alliances and counter- 
alliances, the shifting of alliances according to whence the greater threat or 
better opportunity might come, the sidestepping and postponement of issues, 
the deflection of rivalries from the exposed frontyard into the colonial back- 
yard—these are the things of the past.” 


Military thinkers in the West disagreed on what kind of “balance” be- 
tween the two blocs would most effectively deter them from attacking 
one another. Some claimed that as exact an equilibrium as possible would 
afford the best chance for peace. Others maintained that war would be 
less likely if one bloc were far stronger than the other. But almost all were 
agreed that the threat of war was greatest in the case of a slight im- 
balance.?* As Organski pointed out, most major wars of recent history 
occurred when the challenger had grown rapidly, but before he was 
quite as powerful as the dominant nation and its allies.?4 

It is clear that the atomic “balance of terror” greatly inhibited the 
traditionally almost casual resort to war as “a continuation of policy by 
other means.” Sir Winston Churchill even suggested that “It may well 
be that we shall, by a process of sublime irony, have reached the stage 
in this story where safety will be the sturdy child of terror, and survival 
the twin brother of annihilation.”?° Sir Winston’s optimism, however, 
seemed somewhat exaggerated. For while it is true that mutual deter- 
rence operates as a safeguard to some extent at least, it is equally true 
that the closeness of the arms race between East and West meant re- 
peated passage through the most dangerous power configuration of all, 
namely that of a slight imbalance. 

There was a further danger inherent in the condition of mutual 
deterrence. The Churchillian “balance of terror” was based on the 
assumption that both East and West were protected through weapons 
that were never actually to be used. There was a serious flaw in this 
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reasoning. Its ultimate premise involved a gigantic bluff. For on the one 
hand, if the nuclear weapons should actually be used, they might well 
end up destroying most of what they were intended to protect. On the 
other hand, if everyone assumed that they would never be used, they 
could not offer adequate protection, since the opponent could feel free 
to act as if they did not exist. In order to protect itself, therefore, each 
super-power had to be determined to use nuclear arms if necessary, and 
this meant that they might indeed one day be used.2¢ 

Perhaps the greatest peril of all inherent in the relationship of nuclear 
parity between the two blocs was that a nuclear war could be triggered 
through irrationality or inadvertence. Each side, assuming that the other 
intended to behave rationally, was nevertheless compelled to include 
in its calculations the possibility of irrational behavior by the other side. 
The Western bloc’s view of “the Communist menace” and the Soviet 
bloc’s conception of “the imperialist camp of the West” tended to 
heighten expectations of irrational behavior. Hence, policies might be 
based on what one side believed the other side believed, with the danger 
of an outcome desired by neither. ‘Thomas C. Schelling described this 
problem well in the following analogy: 


If I go downstairs to investigate a noise at night, with a gun in my hand, 
and find myself face to face with a burglar who has a gun in his hand, there 
is danger of an outcome that neither of us desires. Even if he prefers just to 
leave quietly, and I wish him to, there is danger that he may think I want to 
shoot, and shoot first. Worse, there is danger that he may think that I think 
he wants to shoot. And so on. “Self-defense” is ambiguous when one is only 
trying to preclude being shot in self-defense.” 


If war through irrationality could be caused by incorrect expectations of 
what the other side may or may not do, war through inadvertence could 
result from a mere technical error. A misunderstanding of orders; a 
misinterpretation of a situation; “a speck on a radar screen caused by a 
meteorite or a swarm of birds could be mistaken for a plane or a missile” 
—all these could set off atomic retaliations almost automatically. This 
danger was increased by the fact that modern means of weapons delivery 
made a great many types of military errors irrevocable. Planes could be 
called back from a bombing mission, but intercontinental ballistic 
missiles could not. In John Herz’s words, there now existed the real 
possibility of world destruction by mistake. Whereas war was tradition- 
ally regarded as “the continuation of diplomacy by other means,” the 
1950’s transformed diplomacy between the two super-powers into a 
variety of warfare. 
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The problem of somehow stabilizing the precarious “balance of terror” 
became the overriding concern of responsible military thinkers on both 
sides of the Iron Curtain. Yet in view of the numerous difficulties, the 
task seemed almost insurmountable. Perhaps, the greatest difhculty was 
to make the nuclear balance work even though trust and good faith were 
lacking and there was no recourse to a higher authority. Schelling 
astutely pointed out that in having to live with this problem, our genera- 
tion was at a disadvantage when compared with that of Machiavelli, for 
example. In the days of Machiavelli—as in many other historical periods 
—peace was not felt to be dependent on trust, good faith, and mutual 
respect in interstate relations. It was recognized as resulting no less fre- 
quently from hard and often ugly political realities. Perhaps, Schelling 
suggested, we too must become accustomed to such situations. 


We may wish to solicit advice from the underworld, or from ancient despot- 
isms. The ancients exchanged hostages, drank wine from the same glass to 
demonstrate the absence of poison, met in public places to inhibit the 
massacre of one by the other, and even deliberately exchanged spies to 
facilitate transmittal of authentic information.* 


There was good sense in this argument. For it seemed, ironically enough, 
that the “balance of terror” would not really be stabilized until both 
sides had invulnerable retaliatory power. Once this condition prevailed, 
neither side—even if it struck first—could then destroy the other’s 
ability to strike back. The “ancient wisdom” of this proposition rested 
on the somewhat Machiavellian assumption that the safety of weapons 
would increase the safety of people. Once each side knew that no blow, 
however massive, could destroy the other’s capacity to return the blow, a 
greater stability would result. 

The conception each side in the East-West struggle tended to hold of 
its own camp was one of defense against the other. The tragedy of this 
phase of the military struggle between East and West was in the pos- 
sibility that these images could become reality and that the circle of 
suspicion and countersuspicion could precipitate a “preventive” war. If 
each side continued to believe that the other was its mortal enemy, this 
could influence behavior to such a point of rigidity and compulsiveness 
that the “inevitable conflict” could end up becoming a self-fulfilling 
prophecy. 

The 1960's saw the beginning of the breakup of the bipolar system. 
The Sino-Soviet rift spelled the end of a monolithic Soviet bloc and the 
policies of President de Gaulle of France introduced powerful centrifugal 
tendencies into the Western camp. Most important, in 1962 a dramatic 
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military confrontation took place between the Soviet Union and the 
United States which changed the entire complexion of the cold war. 
This turning point deserves close analysis as a case study. 


THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS OF 1962 


This crisis was the climax to the rising tensions between the super- 
powers during 1961. The Soviet Union’s action in testing nuclear weap- 
ons of unprecedented explosive force had triggered off a major debate 
over fallout shelters in the United States; the erection of the Berlin 
Wall had made the tension almost palpable; and the memory of the 
abortive American-sponsored invasion of Cuba was still fresh. But as yet 
there had be en no “eyeball-to-eyeball” confrontation. The Cuban missile 
crisis was such a confrontation. 

In mid-October 1962 hard evidence that the Soviet Union was secretly 
building offensive missile bases in Cuba with headlong speed had been 
gathered by United States intelligence services. High-altitude photo- 
graphs had disclosed a medium-range ballistic missile site near San 
Cristobal and one near San Diego de los Bafios. Tanker trucks, power 
and instrument installations, missile guidance stations, and erector 
launchers were clearly visible. And pictures of cylindrical shapes on in- 
coming Soviet freighters confirmed the worst. 

It is difficult to determine with certitude why the Soviet leadership 
made the decision to try to make Cuba an offensive missile base. First, 
it has been suggested that Premier Khrushchev intended to use the bases 
as a psychological lever to make more effective his demands for Berlin. 
Indeed, in the summer of 1962 Khrushchev had announced that he 
would postpone the Berlin issue until after the American elections. He 
may have hoped that President Kennedy would not dare to disclose a 
missile build-up during an election campaign and that he could therefore 
confront the United States over Berlin with the Cuban bases as a fait 
accompli. Second, the Soviet leader probably underestimated the will of 
the American President. The Berlin Wall, Laos, and especially the 
fiasco in the Bay of Pigs may have suggested to Khrushchev that 
Kennedy lacked resolve and would not take determined action. Third, 
successful installation of the weapons would give the Soviet Union an 
important temporary military advantage; rockets launched from Cuba 
could destroy American cities and knock out United States missiles and 
bombers on the ground in a first-strike attack, since the warning time 
would be critically reduced. The American weapons lead over the Soviet 
Union would not be cancelled but would be seriously weakened. 
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Fourth, neo-Stalinist pressures on Khrushchev may have played a 
role, although this is unlikely, since Stalinism was very much on the 
defensive in Russia at the time and the Soviet leadership was empha- 
sizing its policy of “peaceful coexistence” against the harsher line of 
Communist China. Nor is it likely that Cuban Premier Fidel Castro 
had persuaded the Soviet leader to install the missiles in order to 
prevent an American invasion of Cuba. On balance, Khrushchev prob- 
ably calculated that, at best, a frightened America would go down 
on her knees, lose the confidence of her military allies in Europe, Asia, 
and Latin America, and thus give the Soviet Union a new oppor- 
tunity to resume the offensive in the cold war. If the United States 
insisted on the removal of the bases, perhaps a barter deal could be 
worked out over bases in Greece and Turkey. And, even if the United 
States took a resolutely uncompromising stand, Khrushchev could gain 
favor in world public opinion by a policy of withdrawal. At the very worst, 
then, the status quo ante would be maintained, with Soviet control over 
Cuba intact. 

The American leadership, which had hard evidence of the missile sites 
by October 15, now weighed its decision silently. For one week the 
President and his closest associates constituted themselves as an Execu- 
tive Commitee of the National Security Council and pondered the 
alternatives. ‘The deliberations were intense but no word leaked out to 
the public. The President continued his preparations for the forthcoming 
political campaign, and as late as October 18 met with Soviet Foreign 
Secretary Andrei Gromyko, who professed ignorance of the offensive 
nature of the missile sites in Cuba. 

Inside the White House and Pentagon, the War Council considered 
the alternatives along a kind of “escalation ladder.” There developed 
seven possible responses in ascending order of severity: first, a sharp 
protest note to the Soviet Government; second, an American appeal to 
the United Nations Security Council; third, some form of economic 
retaliation against the Soviet Union; fourth, a naval blockade of Cuba; 
fifth, a “surgical air-strike” to eliminate the bases; sixth, invasion of the 
island; and seventh, direct nuclear retaliation against the Soviet Union. 
The War Council immediately eliminated the first three alternatives as 
ineffective and the last as unwarranted. The discussion centered around 
the alternatives in the middle range. The problem confronting the 
American planners was the classic one of deterrence strategy: so to com- 
bine the twin demands of capability and credibility that the Soviet 
leader would be checked by the actual and potential display of American 
power. T’oo little power could be interpreted as surrender, too much 
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power as a bluff. Only controlled and flexible use of power at every step 
would make deterrence effective in the mind of the opponent. 

An immediate invasion of Cuba was ruled out because that might have 
provoked the war which deterrence was designed to prevent. An air-strike 
at the missile bases was also rejected since Russian personnel would have 
been killed at the sites and such an action would have been difficult to 
justify by a nation that had made Pearl Harbor a symbol of infamy. A 
quarantine seemed to hold out the best hope for a solution. It would 
entail the requisite amount of strength by throwing a naval ring around 
Cuba, especially if it were coupled with a demand that the Soviet Union 
dismantle its bases there. Yet it offered the Soviet Union a way out: 
Khrushchev could avoid a direct confrontation by ordering his ships to 
change their course. Also, a quarantine would entail no violence, at least 
not immediately. Thus, on the evening of October 22, President Kennedy 
announced the American decision to impose a quarantine and added 
that “any nuclear missile launched from Cuba against any nation in the 
Western Hemisphere” would be regarded “as an attack by the Soviet 
Union on the United States requiring a full retaliatory response on the 
Soviet Union.”*® The issue was now squarely joined between the super- 
powers in the most dramatic military confrontation of the cold war. 
It was clear to participants and onlookers alike that Castro’s Cuba was by 
now only a pawn. The United States had announced a check to the 
King, and the King was Premier Khrushchev. 

The quarantine announcement was accompanied by an unprecedented 
peacetime mobilization of military power in the United States. The 
Polaris fleet was moved within striking range of the Soviet Union and 
for the first time Strategic Air Command bombers were dispersed to 
civilian airfields. Half of the SAC force was on airborne alert. If necessary, 
the United States was ready to deliver an equivalent of thirty billion 
tons of TNT upon the Soviet Union. An atmosphere of impending 
showdown also pervaded the Soviet Union, where all military leaves 
were cancelled. The next seven days took the world to the brink of war. 

On October 23 Secretary of State Dean Rusk obtained the unanimous 
support of the Organization of American States for the quarantine. The 
NATO allies came to the support of the United States, though with 
misgivings and not without reminding the United States of her behavior 
during the Suez crisis. The UN Security Council met in the afternoon. 
The United States demanded the immediate withdrawal, under inter- 
national inspection, of the offensive weapons; the Soviet Union con- 
demned the blockade as piracy and asked for its immediate termination. 
Neither resolution was voted on and the Security Council presented a 
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spectacle of complete helplessness. Toward evening the Russian tanker 
Bucharest approached the blockade zone and the American destroyer 
U.S.S. Gearing steamed to meet it. Since the Russian vessel carried no 
contraband, it was allowed to proceed. Khrushchev claimed that the ship 
had not stopped; the United States claimed that the captain had ac- 
knowledged inspection. Neither side had backed down. October 24, 
United Nations Day, took the world a step closer to the brink. Secretary 
General U Thant advanced a plan for a two-week cooling-off period to 
explore the issues. Khrushchev accepted the proposal at once but Ken- 
nedy rejected it on the ground that the issue of removing the missiles was 
not negotiable. An appeal by Premier Khrushchev to the British pacifist 
leader Bertrand Russell to use his influence to effect a general lowering 
of temperatures was also rejected as irrelevant by the United States. On 
October 25 Ambassador Stevenson challenged Soviet Ambassador 
Valerian Zorin to admit the existence of the missiles, stating that he was 
ready to wait for his answer “until hell freezes over.” 

On October 26 it was learned that several Soviet ships bound for Cuba 
were changing their course. But on the other hand, continued photo 
scrutiny of the missile bases indicated a speed-up in their construction 
since the announcement of the quarantine. The American offensive had 
to gather speed before the sites were ready and the missiles operational. 
President Kennedy spoke of possible “further measures” and did not rule 
out an air-strike at the bases. He also pointed out the numerous pos- 
sibilities for accidental war if the Soviet Union would not comply. That 
evening a telegram from Premier Khrushchev arrived which looked like a 
conditional surrender. In it the Premier indicated his willingness to 
withdraw the missiles provided Cuba was guaranteed against invasion. 
This seemed like a fair offer. 

On the morning of the following day, however, the White House 
received a second telegram from the Soviet leader which was much 
tougher in tone and more demanding in content. This. time a deal was 
suggested: the United States was to dismantle her missile bases in Turkey 
and the Soviet Union would withdraw her missiles from Cuba. 

‘The War Council now had to make a crucial decision. Superficially the 
Soviet proposal seemed reasonable. It expressed a widespread feeling 
among neutralists that both sides should compromise and sacrifice some- 
thing. It was generally approved in the United Nations, and several 
distinguished Western commentators like Walter Lippmann supported 
it. Nevertheless, the War Council turned down the proposal. In the first 
place, President Kennedy felt that the first Soviet telegram reflected 
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more Clearly than the second the Soviet leader’s real feelings. And second, 
to bargain away NATO bases under pressure would be to undermine the 
entire alliance and engender a Munich psychology. Each time the Soviet 
Union would gain a strategic advantage in the cold war, it might offer 
to give it up in exchange for an existing NATO base until the alliance 
would be totally dismantled. Thus, by turning down the barter offer, 
the United States in effect presented the Soviet Union with an ultima- 
tum: remove the bases or “further measures” will be taken. The brink 
had been reached. 

On Saturday morning, October 27, the Soviet Union “blinked” and 
the “eyeball-to-eyeball” confrontation came to an end. Kennedy’s gamble 
on the first Soviet telegram had paid off. The Soviet leader reiterated his 
offer of withdrawing the missiles in return for an American “no-invasion” 
pledge. The American President accepted immediately and welcomed 
Khrushchev’s “constructive contribution to peace.” Other differences 
were settled in short order. Castro refused to admit on-site inspection by 
the United Nations to survey the dismantling of the bases, but the 
United States decided to forego such inspection and continued to rely 
upon its own aerial surveillance. The missile sites were completely 
stripped within a few weeks and outgoing Soviet ships laden with 
shrouded shapes that everyone took to be missiles brought the crisis to 
an end. The world had gone to the brink of nuclear hell and come back. 

An analysis of the Cuban missile crisis reveals all the strengths and 
weaknesses of deterrence strategy. A strong case can be made for the 
American President’s action on several grounds. Diplomatically, the 
action exhibited a combination of toughness and flexibility worthy of a 
great chess player. It never lost sight of the ultimate goal: the removal 
of the bases. Yet it at all times offered the Soviet leader the possibility of 
a retreat with dignity. Militarily, it prevented a serious upset of the dis- 
tribution of power by forcing the removal of medium-range ballistic 
missile bases ninety miles from American shores. And historically, it was 
based on the bitter lesson of Munich that appeasement under pressure 
is the road to war. 

Yet there is a case to be made against deterrence. First, it is accident- 
prone. Many times during those seven crucial days in October 1962 the 
world could have been destroyed by accident. ‘The sinking of an Ameti- 
can or Soviet ship could have triggered off a naval war. Indeed, an 
accident almost did occur. An American U-2 plane on a routine mission 
over Alaska on October 26 lost its bearings and headed for Siberia. 
Khrushchev hesitated, but in the atmosphere of crisis might have ordered 
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a full retaliatory blow.° Second, the quarantine demonstrated that when 
power speaks, international law is silent. It is not difficult to see that a 
blockade, traditionally regarded as an act of war, does not advance the 
cause of world law in international relations. And finally, one should not 
lightly assume that deterrence will always work because it once did in a 
major showdown. 

On balance, deterrence strategy was applied with consummate skill 
in the Cuban crisis. All things considered, the American President’s 
determination was matched only by his prudence. He merely demanded 
the restoration of the status quo. Any additional demand, such as the 
withdrawal of Russian forces from Cuba, might have been intolerable to 
the Soviet Union and provoked a thermonuclear war. This feeling for 
nuance seems to be one of the integral requirements for a successful 
deterrence strategy. After all, the world’s two most powerful statesmen 
had to make decisions that no mortal man before them ever had in his 
power to make. Hence, they had to speak to each other in a language 
the grammar of which they had to learn in action. Advisers on both sides 
could clarify the choices, but the two leaders had to make them. This 
truth was well expressed by President Kennedy when he cited the fol- 
lowing poem: 

Bullfight critics ranked in rows 

Crowd the enormous Plaza full; 

But only one is there who knows 

And he’s the man who fights the bull.** 
Even Premier Khrushchev paid a grudging compliment to his opponent 
when he admitted to a Western diplomat: “Had I been in the White 
House instead of the Kremlin, I would have acted like Kennedy.’’*? 

A good case may be made for the proposition that the successful ap- 
plication of deterrent strategy by the United States in 1962 ushered in a 
period of quiescence in the East-West confrontation. The partial nuclear 
test-ban treaty concluded in 1963 was probably a result of it. Soviet- 
American agreement in the UN on the election of U Thant for a full 
five-year term as Secretary General and on the peaceful uses of outer 
space also followed in the wake of “Cuba-2.” And the installation of a 
“hot line” between the White House and the Kremlin reduced the 
chances of war through misunderstanding or accident. Thus, power, 
when prudently and judiciously applied, can give life to new elements 
of order, which in turn may soften the fierce edge of the power struggle 
among states. 

In the past, great power confrontations were often accompanied by 
large-scale physical violence such as World Wars I and II. Yet, these 
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conflicts often led to new efforts in international order-building, such 
as the League of Nations and the United Nations. The Cuban missile 
crisis suggests the possibility that mankind may be able to fight bloodless 
wars and build new institutions of order without having to pay the 
terrible price of nuclear conflict. 


The Growing “Atomic Club” and the Two Struggles of Our Time 


The military struggle between Western colonialism and the new na- 
tionalism has largely been decided in favor of the latter. The French were 
forced to leave Indochina; the Dutch, Indonesia; and the Belgians, the 
Congo—all in the wake of disastrous military encounters. But the termi- 
nation of foreign presence on the soil of the new nations did not end the 
struggle. Most of the fledgling states emerged into independence militar- 
ily weak, but with an overwhelming desire for strength. It was not lost 
upon them that their entrance into the world community as sovereign 
states occurred during the advent of the nuclear age. Most of the new 
nations saw in atomic power a kind of magic wand that would enable 
them to leap into the twentieth century via a shortcut, and to bypass 
the arduous road to power through industrial revolution. But it was not 
within the power of the new nations to generate this new form of energy 
on their own. Although some of them possessed the raw materials of 
atomic power, most lacked the economic base and the technical skill to 
realize its potential. Hence they had no alternative but to turn for help to 
the two super-powers. 

The United States and the Soviet Union both responded with am- 
bivalence. Both were eager to woo the nonatomic powers, many of which 
were uncommitted in the East-West struggle, but both were reluctant 
to expand the “atomic club” and thereby increase the chances of war. 
Hence, atomic energy became the focal point of an intense and multi- 
faceted struggle. Indeed, the problem of the atom and its uses affords an 
excellent illustration of the interdependence of the two struggles of our 
time. 

The United States was the first super-power to respond to the over- 
tures of the new nations. In December 1953 President Eisenhower made 
an effort to remove the atom from the international struggle for power 
by delivering a speech in the United Nations General Assembly in which 
he promised to “consecrate the atom to man’s life rather than dedicating 
it to his death.” The President declared that the United States was ready 
to make available a quantity of its own fissionable materials to an “atoms- 
for-peace” stockpile under the aegis of the United Nations. ‘These 
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atoms-for-peace would be placed at the disposal of the new nations for 
peaceful and constructive purposes. The President invited the other 
members of the “atomic club,” Britain and the Soviet Union, to do the 
same. In 1956, after three years of legislative labor, the Statute of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency was adopted unanimously by 
eighty-two states, and the new agency set up headquarters in Vienna.** 
In 1957 the IAEA began operations with a small international staff and 
waited for the first applications from the atomic “have-nots” of the 
world community. The United States had contributed 5000 kilograms of 
the precious materials, the Soviet Union 50, and Britain 20. To every- 
one’s surprise, no applications were forthcoming. Most United Nations 
officials had feared that the materials would be in short supply; now they 
were faced with the possibility that they would go unwanted. What had 
happened? 

Even while the discussions creating the new agency were in progress, 
the United States government was negotiating a series of bilateral ar- 
rangements with Western European as well as lesser developed countries 
in Asia and the Middle East, promising them atomic power for peaceful 
purposes. These “bilaterals” were cheaper for the recipient states, since 
the United States government offered to pay for inspection costs. The 
United Nations agency, on the other hand, charged a fee to defray 
the expenses of the international inspectorate which was to make sure 
that atoms-for-peace would not be converted into atoms-for-war. 

President Eisenhower’s atoms-for-peace address in 1953 had clearly 
implied that these bilateral programs were temporary arrangements and 
would be superseded by the new United Nations agency. However, by 
1956 the winds of the East-West struggle were blowing more furiously. 
The Congress, still somewhat suspicious of the United Nations, refused 
to use the world organization as the major vehicle of the American 
atoms-for-peace program. More important, the United States decided to 
use atomic power as an instrument of competition in. the East-West 
struggle. Most of the potential customers for the atomic materials were 
uncommitted nations, neutralist powers in the East-West conflict. Atoms 
“made in America” might woo these nations into the American alliance 
system more easily than would “United Nations atoms.” Since American 
inspectors were to accompany the shipments, the government felt the 
operation would be as safe as the United Nations program. 

On these assumptions, the United States govemment continued its 
bilateral program even after the birth of the IAEA. By the end of 1958 
several such arrangements had been negotiated. Not one application had 
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reached the International Atomic Energy Agency. Like the League of 
Nations, the new agency had been born in an American cradle and now 
seemed to be buried in an American grave. 

Bypassing the IAEA was not necessarily an evil. There were valid 
arguments for bilateral and regional atomic developments, especially if 
such development was safeguarded by inspection standards comparable 
to those of the Intemational Atomic Energy Agency. But using atomic 
power as a vehicle of competition was quite another matter. Not sur- 
prisingly, therefore, the Soviet Union became concerned lest the “neutral- 
ist” nations increasingly lean toward the United States. Accordingly, the 
Soviet government also entered the bilateral game and made offers of its 
own. Between these Soviet and American offers, however, there was one 
significant difference: the Soviet bilaterals required no outside inspection. 
The Soviet government, eager to woo the uncommitted countries, 
claimed that it would not “impugn the integrity of recipient states by 
interfering in their domestic jurisdiction,” and hence would be content 
with a written guarantee to the effect that the atoms-for-peace would not 
be converted into atoms-for-war. 

In 1959 the United States government concluded two treaties which 
continued the trend toward relaxation of safeguard and inspection stand- 
ards. Thirty thousand kilograms of fissionable materials were sold to 
the Euratom* countries with neither IAEA nor American inspection 
requirements. ‘The six European countries insisted on and received the 
right of self-inspection. Moreover, Euratom self-inspection was below 
IAEA standards, since the retum of idle fissionable by-product materials 
to the supplier was not made mandatory as it was by the IAEA. The 
second American agreement was concluded with the seventeen countries 
of the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OKEC) with 
control standards again below those of the IAEA. OLEC inspectors were 
content with “periodic” and “announced” inspection, a principle ex- 
pressly rejected by the United Nations agency as totally unreliable. 

By 1960 only three applications had reached the United Nations 
agency: from Japan, Finland, and Yugoslavia. In the meantime, seventy- 
six nations had been accommodated by bilateral and regional arrange- 
ments. The inspection standards provided by these arrangements 
remained very uneven—some as rigorous as those set by the IAEA, some 
less rigorous, and some with no controls whatsoever. 

In the 1960’s the United States government decided to reverse the 


* The European Atomic Energy Community, comprising France, Italy, West Ger- 
many, and the Benelux countries. For a full discussion of Euratom, see Chapter 13. 
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trend toward bilateralism. Fearful of the implications of the “nth power” 
problem and realizing the necessity for a single standard of international 
safeguards, it decided to bring most of its bilateral agreements under the 
inspection aegis of the IAEA. In 1964 it even invited the UN agency to 
inspect a large American nuclear reactor at Rowe, Massachusetts, hoping 
that the other nuclear powers would follow suit. 

The case of the atoms-for-peace program once again demonstrates the 
interdependence of the two struggles of our time. Both East and West, 
attempting to enhance their power vis-a-vis each other, courted the 
allegiance of the new nationalism by holding out the promise of atomic 
energy. Mindful of the new nations’ desire for strength, the super-powers 
competed with each other during the 1950’s to make their offers as 
attractive as possible. Each super-power hoped to use the nationalists’ 
aspirations to its own advantage. Similarly, the new nations used the East- 
West military struggle for their own purposes. There is no evidence that 
they tried to get atomic arms to force the liquidation of colonialism. But 
conscious of their strategic position, they were able to obtain atomic 
energy on very advantageous terms, and, in some instances, were left to 
their own devices in matters of its application. ‘The far-reaching result 
of this interaction of the East-West and colonial struggles for interna- 
tional relations as a whole was the dispersion of atomic power among 
more and more nations. It would be erroneous, of course, to maintain 
that the atoms-for-peace program alone was responsible for this disper- 
sion. Many of the new nations were using their own resources in research 
projects to attain the desired goal. But the program certainly accelerated 
the process. At any rate, most scientists were in agreement that by 1970 
“a large number of countries [would have] a capability for producing 
nominal atomic weapons, that is, relatively low-yield bombs of the 
Hiroshima type.” *+ 

Now that we have examined the specifically military aspects of the 
struggle for power in our time, we are ready to turn to an analysis of the 
military factor in international relations in general. To begin with, we 
shall examine the concept of the balance of power and its relationship 
to the nature of war. 


From Balance of Power to Balance of 
Terror and Atomic Multipolarity 


Perhaps the most enduring “law” of international relations has been the 
principle of the balance of power. It is generally agreed to have been 
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operative for over three hundred years, since the emergence of the multi- 
state system. In its simplest form, the principle operated as follows: 
In the anarchic world of nation-states, each protagonist sought to 
maximize his safety through the enhancement of his power. In this 
competition, the quest for safety expressed itself chiefly in a search for 
allies. The safety of all was assured only if no one nation or group of 
nations was permitted to achieve a preponderance of power—if, in other 
words, a rough balance was achieved. Whenever the system threatened 
to break down, a “balancer” would ally himself with the weaker group 
of nations and thus restore the unstable equilibrium known as the 
“balance of power.” This role was traditionally played by Great Britain. 
The Pax Britannica, when seen in terms of the balance of power prin- 
ciple, was therefore in essence guaranteed by Britain’s capacity to tip 
the scales by allying herself with the weaker nations against whatever 
state or combination of states threatened to become predominant. 

In order to analyze the concept and its applicability meaningfully and 
unambiguously, it is necessary to make our definitions as precise as 
possible. In his Power and International Relations, Inis L. Claude, Jr., 
has pointed out that students of international relations have used the 
balance of power concept in four different ways.®> First, and most com- 
monly, it has been used to connote a system for the operation of inter- 
national politics in a world of multiple states. This system can be seen 
as working automatically like a physical law; semi-automatically, since 
Britain seemed exempt from this law in her traditional role as balancer; 
or manually, with every actor manipulating the system through his own 
contrivance. Second, writers have referred to the balance of power con- 
cept as a situation, either of equilibrium or preponderance, between 
two states. Third, it has been used to describe a policy of equilibrium or 
preponderance. And finally, it has often served as a symbol of concern 
with the problem of power without substantive content. Throughout this 
book, the term “balance of power” will be used to describe a system of 
either the semi-automatic or manually operated type. The term “bi- 
polarity,” or “balance of terror,” will connote the rough equilibrium of 
mutual atomic deterrence between East and West; and “multipolarity” 
will be used to describe a system of international relations in which a 
large number of protagonists have nuclear capacity. 

Essentially, the balance of power system was a process of checking 
power with counterpower. The favorite technique used to accomplish 
this end was the formation of alliances and counteralliances. ‘These 
unions were not permanent; those partner to them frequently switched 
sides whenever the maintenance of equilibrium seemed to require this. 
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One classic example of the rapidity of such realignments was the Austro- 
British alliance against France and Prussia in 1740, which only a few 
years later changed to an Anglo-Prussian alliance against France and 
Austria. One of the chief alleged benefits of the balance of power sys- 
tem, when it operated successfully, was to guarantee the independence 
of small nations who were protected by the “balancer” from being 
devoured by the large ones. And perhaps most important, of course, the 
system was supposed to ensure peace in an anarchic world. 

A careful scrutiny of this theory of the balance of power as almost a 
kind of “natural law” of classic international relations leaves one with 
many doubts about its actual validity. First, while the theory assumed 
that every nation would strive to enhance its power, it curiously viewed 
at least one nation—the “balancer’—as somehow exempt from this 
apparently universal rule. This “balancer” was seen as motivated not by 
national egotism but by international altruism. Since it was the British 
who traditionally played this balancing role, Great Britain was perceived 
as a sort of Olympian arbiter, allegedly above and exempt from the rules 
of international intercourse that governed the actions of other nations. 
As A. F. K. Organski has pointed out, 

The English modestly and the rest of the world credulously assigned this 
role to England. England has been the balancer because Englishmen believed 
that she was, said that she was, and the rest of the world believed them. The 
specifications for the role of balancer have been written with England in 
mind: the balancer must be a big power slightly removed from the center 
of controversy, preferably an island and mistress of the seas. Later, the fact 
that England met these specifications was used as added proof that England 
was the balancer. 

Just why England’s motives should differ so from those of other nations 
is never explained. Why a preponderance of power in England’s hands should 
be a balancing factor is not explained, either, nor can it be, for it is not true.** 
Actually, of course, Great Britain’s balancing strategy was as motivated 
by national interest as were the strategies of all the other European 
nations. It was grounded, above all, in two circumstances. One was the 
fact that as an island and the predominant naval power, Britain was 
likely to prove invulnerable to conquest save possibly by a state that had 
gained control over the whole European continent. The other was that 
in view of its size, population, and resources, Britain could not—as France 
did under Napoleon and Germany did under Hitler—reasonably aspire 
to win and maintain hegemony over Europe on her own. Hence her 
optimum strategy was to settle for the compromise policy of playing 
the European balancer—preventing anyone else from developing control 
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over all of Europe by always siding against whichever happened to be 
the ascendant power, in alliance with the state or states that potentially, 
along with herself, seemed at the moment most seriously threatened. 

The further assumption that nations participating in the balance 
of power were free to switch partners at will, like the dancers in a 
quadrille, also seems open to question. Could international combinations 
really be formed that mechanically? To be sure, alliances changed their 
membership in an almost kaleidoscopic fashion, but just as often the 
bonds of tradition and friendship made rapid shifts difficult and well 
nigh impossible. This has not, admittedly, been the case in countries 
whose governments have been authoritarian or totalitarian. Though 
Hitler and Stalin, for example, had denounced each other for a decade 
as mortal enemies, in 1939 they proved able to make a complete turn- 
about and, acknowledging what appeared to them to be the dictates 
of their respective national interests, overnight became close (if tempo- 
rary) allies. However in countries where government, including foreign 
policy, is directly responsible and responsive to the electorate, such a 
rapid shift of sides would be impossible. Any major realignment would 
require a lengthy period of popular rethinking and reconditioning—as 
the United States’ difficulty in facing up to the sudden post-World War 
II challenges of its former ally, the Soviet Union, amply illustrates. And 
for the United States to go so far as to throw her weight against such 
long-standing friends, partners, and allies as Britain and France—even if 
the maintenance of the balance of power would seem to demand it— 
would be almost inconceivable. 

The most fundamental criticism of the theory concerns the assump- 
tion that a rough equilibrium among nations generally ushered in periods 
of peace. It is well known that the Pax Romana was one of the longest 
periods of relatively undisturbed peace in the history of Western civiliza- 
tion. This peace was guaranteed not by a balance, but by the absolute 
predominance of Rome. This example may be dismissed as invalid 
because it preceded the emergence of the nation-state system; however it 
would be difficult to disregard the century of relative stability and peace 
that was ushered in by the Congress of Vienna in 1815. This peace was 
guaranteed by the preponderant power of the combined forces of the 
Concert of Powers: Britain, Austria, Prussia, and Russia. Indeed, the 
peace was broken only when, once again, a condition of relative balance 
emerged at the beginning of the twentieth century. Organski goes so far 
as to state that “the relationship between peace and the balance of power 
appears to be exactly the opposite of what has been claimed. The periods 
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of balance, real or imagined, are periods of warfare, while the periods 
of known preponderance are periods of peace.”*? This view, however, 
falls into the opposite error. Rather, the evidence seems to point to the 
fact that the long-alleged causal relationship between equilibrium and 
the attainment of peace simply does not exist. 

Whatever success in maintaining peace the balance of power may or 
may not once have had, its effectiveness definitely ended with the emer- 
gence of bipolarity. It might be objected, of course, that bipolarity was 
merely another form of balance, simple rather than multiple. And it is 
undoubtedly true that each side has attempted to enhance its position 
vis-a-vis the other. But who has been the “balancer”? Britain, allegedly 
the traditional holder of the balance, has long since lost the inde- 
pendence that the role would require today—as the Suez crisis of 1956 
dramatically showed. Moreover, the development of a rough equilibrium 
between the two super-powers may actually have increased the danger 
of war. Indeed, so long as the West possessed an atomic monopoly and 
thus a preponderance of power, there was little danger of a major war. 

As we have seen earlier, bipolarity as a type of international power 
configuration has ample precedent. In such cases, as Organski has pointed 
out, wars have been most likely to occur when there was an approaching 
balance between the dominant nation and a major challenger.** Peace, 
on the other hand, has been most likely when one bloc has enjoyed a 
decided preponderance over the other. Thus, the “bipolar” wars between 
Sparta and Athens and between Rome and Carthage occurred at a time 
when the antagonists were in a condition of approaching equilibrium. 

The “balance of terror” of our time has differed from traditional 
bipolarity in the fact that it is at the same time a nuclear bipolarity. 
While the equilibrium between the two military blocs of East and West 
has increased the chances of war, the condition of mutual deterrence 
has acted as a counterweight. One side can no longer say to the other, 
“Do as I say or I shall kill you,” but is forced into the position of saying, 
“Do as I say or I shall kill us both.” Yet as we have seen, this logic of 
deterrence does not eliminate the two greatest dangers of nuclear bi- 
polarity of all: war through either irrationality or inadvertence. 

As atomic dispersion and centrifugal tendencies in both camps trans- 
form bipolarity into multipolarity, the risks of nuclear war either through, 
or in anticipation of, irrationality and inadvertence may make us look 
back to the years of “traditional bipolarity” as almost a golden age. With 
each new nation that acquires nuclear power, the number of those who 
could unleash a global holocaust increases. It would be erroneous, of 
course, to maintain that a small power equipped with nuclear weapons 
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could thereby attain great-power status. Unlike the bigger powers, more- 
over, it could more easily be annihilated. But the fact remains that a 
small power could quite conceivably subject the world to varying degrees 
of blackmail. In addition, there is the possibility that a small power 
might precipitate a war between two big ones, since in the age of inter- 
continental ballistic missiles, no one could tell for certain from where 
a surprise attack may have emanated. Let us assume, for example, that 
a dictator comes to power in Country X, a small nation with atomic 
weapons, and decides to involve the two super-powers in mutual destruc- 
tion by launching a nuclear weapon against one of them. It is con- 
ceivable that the threatened super-power might not be able to determine 
whence the attack had come and might jump to the conclusion that it 
had been launched by its chief big-power rival. Hence, it might well 
resort to massive retaliation and involve even those who are quite in- 
nocent in a total and general war. 

There is some hope that in the long run multipolarity may lead to a 
kind of “multilateral deterrence,” a system in which “everybody would 
for a while be frozen in terrified inaction.”8® Yet even if this occurs, it 
is difficult to escape the conclusion that multipolarity has decidedly 
increased the mathematical chances of war. The fact that most of the 
new sovereign states are developing authoritarian, rather than demo- 
cratic, forms of government makes this prospect even more frightening. 

The great task in the decades to come—the precondition, indeed, of 
our very survival—is to prevent the contemporary nuclear-equipped 
power alignment from exploding into war. During the years of bipolarity 
this danger has so far been averted by the fact that both super-powers 
have remained responsibly sensitive to what the disastrous consequences 
of nuclear war would be. To make certain that the new nations admitted 
to the “nuclear club” exercise similar restraint will be an even more 
difficult challenge than the world has faced up to now. 

The conclusion is therefore inescapable that, though “unthinkable,” 
war is neither impossible nor even unlikely. In view of this fact, we 
must now turn to an examination of war itself as an instrument of 
national policy in the nuclear age. 


War in the Nuclear Age 
It has become almost banal to say that the nuclear age has fundamentally 


changed the nature of war. In the earlier days of the European state 
system, war among the sovereign nations of the West tended on the 
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whole to be fought with limited means and for limited objectives. The 
combatants were for the most part mercenaries and the nations’ “hinter- 
lands” were usually spared extensive and direct involvement. Not until 
the nineteenth century did the emergence of mass ideologies begin to 
change war into a “total” experience involving the entire population 
of the countries concerned. The first of these new campaigns grew out of 
the French Revolution and the rise of Napoleon Bonaparte. Thereafter, 
the trend toward total warfare steadily gained momentum, reaching 
its climax in World War II. As one student of international relations 
has analyzed it, this new totalness of war consists of four chief aspects: 
it involves total populations emotionally; it involves total populations 
actively and physically; it is conducted against total populations; and it 
is fought for total stakes, to the unconditional surrender of one of the 
two adversaries.*° . 

A nuclear war could be expected to be total in one further respect. 
It would come close to totally destroying the societies involved and 
would certainly almost totally change their way of life. For the destruc- 
tion that would have to be absorbed would dwarf anything ever before 
experienced: “In World War II the effects of bombing were cumulative, 
whereas today one ten-megaton weapon represents five times the ex- 
plosive power of all the bombs dropped on Germany during four years 
of war and one hundred times those dropped on Japan.’’#+ That such a 
catastrophe would at the very best necessitate a complete reconstitution 
of society, or of what might be left of society, goes without saying. 

Unfortunately, our knowledge and control of the forces that cause 
wars remain much less developed than are the means by which war can 
today be waged. Though many theories have been advanced, none has 
offered any real breakthrough. Perhaps the most widely accepted theory 
of the cause of war has located its origins in human nature itself, in what 
the seventeenth-century English political theorist Thomas Hobbes saw 
as man’s propensity to seek “power after power until death.” As a result 
of this congenital human selfishness and drive for power, in Hobbes’ 
view, mankind finds itself involved in a continuous potential chaos, a 
never-ending “war of all against all.” 

Basically the same explanation of war as an inevitable human phe- 
nomenon has been taken up by a number of contemporary writers. 
Reinhold Niebuhr, for example, has warned that war is bound to be 
with us permanently, if only because “The man in the street, with his 
lust for power and prestige thwarted by his own limitations and the 
necessities of social life, projects his ego upon his nation and indulges his 
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anarchic lusts vicariously.”4? This same pessimistic view is shared by 
Hans Morgenthau, who has rejected “the essential goodness and infinite 
malleability of human nature” and gone on to base his entire conceptual 
framework of international relations on the allegedly permanent and 
ubiquitous nature of man’s quest for power. 

The chief inadequacy of this “human nature theory” of the cause of 
war is that it is too one-dimensional. To explain crime and war by the 
inherent evil of man is altogether too simple. Moreover, the theory leaves 
little room for acts of love, charity, and self-sacrifice. The presence of 
war in human society is no proof that men are bad. As Kenneth N. Waltz 
has pointed out: 


Maybe we have so little crime and so few wars because men, being good, 
adjust so amazingly well to circumstances that are inherently difficult! To 
say, then, that certain things happen because men are stupid or bad is a 
hypothesis that is accepted or rejected according to the mood of the writer. 
It is a statement that evidence cannot prove or disprove, for what we make 
of the evidence depends on the theory we hold.*® 


At the very least, the “human nature” theorists grossly oversimplify and 
exaggerate the causal relationship between human nature and war. 
Indeed, man’s nature is so complex that we could use it to justify almost 
any theory. All that would be required would be to select whatever kind 
of behavior might seem to bear out our hypothesis. 

If the “human nature” theorists see the evil chiefly in man, many 
modem social scientists tend to blame war on the nature of society. 
Sigmund Freud, in his brilliant Civilization and Its Discontents, chal- 
lenged the facile assumption made by many optimists that the advance 
of civilization would bring with it the end of warfare among nations. 
On the contrary, Freud maintained, the more burdens the conventions 
of society would impose upon hapless man, the more likely it would be 
that his suppressed instincts would have to assert themselves in the 
liberating explosion of war. 

Most sociologists and anthropologists tend to see the causes of war 
in tensions among societies, based largely on ignorance of each others’ 
ways of life. The way to attack the problem of war is therefore to remove 
misunderstandings among nations by the replacement of distorted 
images with a fuller and more accurate knowledge of objective reality. 
This view is expressed in the Preamble to the Charter of the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization: “Since war 
begins in the minds of men, it is in the minds of men that the defenses 
of peace must be constructed.” 
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The hypothesis that men go to war because they are ignorant of 
each others’ societies or have incorrect beliefs about each others’ motives 
is as one-dimensional as the “human nature” theory. It has not been 
established that understanding has always promoted peace. In fact, at 
times nations have remained at peace with each other precisely because 
they had distorted images of each other. So long as the American image 
of Japan was that of the quaint society of Madame Butterfly, peace 
was not threatened. But when physical contact removed this “misunder- 
standing,” relationships rapidly deteriorated. Conversely, France and 
Germany have known each other extremely well, but this knowledge has 
not prevented them from becoming embroiled in the bloodiest wars 
in modern history. Moreover, has the West been fearful of Communism’s 
intentions because it has not understood them? Or have these fears 
been rooted in the fact that the West has understood these intentions 
all too well? Again, we are forced to admit that there is little correlation 
between ignorance and war—or between knowledge and peace. The 
fact is that two nations that know each other very well may want the 
same thing for equally valid reasons, and if it is impossible to satisfy 
the demands of both, war may result. 

For the present, the most plausible explanation of the cause of war 
is war itself—or, rather, the expectation of war. This is another way 
of saying that wars occur because nothing exists to prevent them. Since 
the international system is in essence anarchic, states are forced to con- 
sider the possibility of war and prepare themselves for it. Through these 
preparations—such as arms races and military alliances—tensions in- 
crease until what is feared is actually brought about. This is not to 
maintain that an arms race is in itself the casual factor. It is probably 
more accurate to say that the tensions among states cause the arms race, 
which then creates even greater tensions. Modern man seems indeed 
to be caught in a spiral predicament. 

Waltz has offered a useful distinction between an “efficient” cause 
and a “permissive” cause of war: 


War may result because state A has something that state B wants. The 
efhcient cause of the war is the desire of state B; the permissive cause is the 
fact that there is nothing to prevent state B from undertaking the risks of 
war. In a different circumstance, the interrelation of efficient and permissive 
causes becomes still closer. State A may fear that if it does not cut state B 
down a peg now, it may be unable to do so ten years from now. State A be- 
comes the aggressor in the present because it fears what state B may be 
able to do in the future. The efficient cause of such a war is derived from 
the cause that we have labeled permissive. In the first case, conflicts arise 


War in the Nuclear Age 183 


from disputes born of specific issues. In an age of hydrogen bombs, no 
single issue may be worth the risk of full-scale war. Settlement, even on bad 
grounds, is preferable to self-destruction.* 


Though each of the above “causes” of war undoubtedly plays a part, 
we clearly still lack a full and systematic knowledge of all that is 
involved. Until we have made up this deficiency—and assuming that if 
we knew what the factors were, we could actually control them—we 
can at least take heart in the fact that war and peace are not necessarily 
dichotomous. In reality, struggles between nations may be of many 
different types and intensities, ranging from hostile though nonviolent 
relations, such as those that have characterized the East-West struggle 
during the post-World War II period of the “cold war,” to the total 
kind of nuclear conflagration that the whole world so fears and is so 
anxious to prevent. 

We may find further encouragement in the fact that though during 
the past twenty years the world has witnessed a score of outbreaks of 
violence among nations, all of these conflicts have remained limited and 
in none have nuclear weapons been used. When one considers the 
actual list of these violent encounters this fact is remarkable indeed: the 
Indonesian war, the Chinese civil war, the Malayan war, the Greek 
guerrilla war, the Kashmir dispute, the Indochina war, the Arab-Israeli 
war, the Korean war, the Guatemalan revolt, the Argentine revolt, the 
Algerian insurrection, the Israeli Sinai campaign, the Anglo-French 
attack on Suez, the Muscat and Oman rebellion, the Hungarian revolu- 
tion, the Lebanon-Jordan clash, the Taiwan Strait hostilities, the two 
Cuban crises, the dispute over Malaysia, the clash between Egypt and 
Saudi Arabia over Yemen, the hostilities over Cyprus, and the violence 
in the Congo and other parts of Africa. To be sure, some of these were 
civil wars with minor international significance. Others were international 
conflicts over limited objectives. But at least four of them clearly re- 
mained limited only because of the deterrent effect of nuclear power: 
the Korean war; the 1956 conflict of Israel, Britain, and France with 
Egypt in regard to Suez; the Hungarian revolution; and the Cuban 
missile crisis of 1962. 

Thus, to some degree at least, the Great Bomb has become both a 
unique threat and an unprecedented inhibition. It was the latter fact 
that Sir Winston Churchill sought to draw attention to when he stated 
that he “look{ed] forward with great confidence to the potentiality of 
universal destruction.” And the same telling point was made by Bel- 
gium’s Paul-Henri Spaak when he wrote that 
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Around the atomic bomb is being built a whole strategy, a whole policy, 
perhaps even, in outline, a philosophy. Out of our very extremity may come 
wisdom, out of the frightening means of destruction may come the means 
of assuring peace. What men in the past sought to make prevail by per- 
suasion, by appealing to humane feelings, may in the end be achieved be- 
cause the insensate machine inexorably imposes it. Technical progress may 
indirectly produce moral and social progress. If so, what an extraordinarily 
crooked road it would have been that led toward the good!* 


Nor is it true, as the cliché has it, that all arms races lead to war. 
Certainly, many do; but a considerable number simply fade away without 
a violent climax; and there have been times when the absence of an 
arms race made a war inevitable, such as the failure of the West to 
arm against Hitler in the 1930’s. The point here is that arms races may 
have very different results under different conditions and that generaliza- 
tions in this realm can easily become simplifications. 

Though Spaak’s and Churchill’s hope in the dependability of the 
balance of terror is probably somewhat exaggerated, the fact is that for 
the first time in history mankind is preparing for a war that no one 
actually wants. Never, indeed, have statesmen sought alternatives to war 
so desperately. Their anxiousness to avoid not only its realities but even 
its name may be seen in their designation of the East-West struggle as 
a matter of “peaceful coexistence” and of the Korean conflict as a 
“police action.” Save for the ever-present possibility of war through 
irrationality or inadvertence, it seems improbable that even the develop- 
ing situation of nuclear multipolarity will see actual resort to thermo- 
nuclear hostilities. While military struggles are certain to continue, they 
will in all likelihood remain in the pattern of limited conflicts such as 
have characterized the period since World War II. And though the 
never-ending fight against the terror of wars of all kinds must continue, 
there is at least reasonable hope that whatever wars we may become 
involved in will be of essentially the same type as those we have known 
in the past. 


REFERENCES 


1. Inis L. Claude, Jr., Swords into Plowshares, 2d ed. N.Y.: Random House, 1959, 
D276: 
2. Department of State Bulletin, March 23, 1947, p. 534. 


References LOG 


> 
3- 


34. 


Harry S Truman, Memoirs, Vol. II: Years of Trial and Hope. Garden City, 
N.Y.: Doubleday, 1952, p. 241. 


4. Department of State Bulletin, March 25, 1957, p. 481. 
? 
6. Arnold Wolfers, “Stresses and Strains in ‘Going It With Others,’ ” in Arnold 


The New York Times, January 31, 1958. 


Wolfers, ed., Alliance Policy in the Cold War. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 
1959) Pe 7 


. Address at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, March 31, 1949. 
. Wolfers, ed., op. cit., p. 119. 
. Zbigniew K. Brzezinski, “U.S. Foreign Policy in East Central Europe—A Study 


in Contradiction,” Journal of International Affairs. N.Y.: Columbia University, 
Vol. IX, No. 1, 1957, p. 67. 


. Ibid., p. 68. 
. Wolfers, ed., op. cit., p. 136. 
. President Kennedy’s address to the Canadian Parliament, Ottawa, May 17, 1961, 


in Documents on American Foreign Relations 1961. N.Y.: Harper & Brothers, 
1962, pp. 272 ff. 


. Henry A. Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy. N.Y.: Harper & 


Brothers, 1957. p. 16. 


Jd bid $p..272, 
. John Herz, International Politics in the Atomic Age. N.Y.: Columbia University 


Press, 1959, p- 175. 


. Wolfers, ed., op. cit., p. 204. 


. Hans J. Morgenthau, “Alliances in Theory and Practice,” in Wolfers, ed., op. cit., 
Pusti. 
. Ibid., p. 209. 


. A. Doak Bamett, Communist China and Asia. N.Y.: Harper & Brothers, 1960, 


Pp 344- 
. Zbigniew K. Brzezinski, The Soviet Bloc, Unity and Conflict. Cambridge, Mass.: 


Harvard University Press, 1960, p. 403. 


. The New York Times, July 17, 1957. 
. Hans J. Morgenthau, In Defense of the National Interest. N.Y.: A. A. Knopf, 


1952; p.. 50. 


a, Fler, Op. cit, p. 154. 

. A. F. K. Organski, World Politics. N.Y.: A. A. Knopf, 1958, p. 338. 

. The New York Times, March 2, 1955. 

. Carl Friedrich von Weizsaecker, quoted by Herz, of. cit., p. 189. 

. Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 


University Press, 1960, p. 207. 


. Ibid., p. 20. 
. U.S. Department of State, Bulletin, Volume XLVII, No, 1220, November 12, 


1962, pp. 715-720. 


. Cited in Henry M. Pachter, Collision Course: The Cuban Missile Crisis and 


Coexistence. N.Y.: Frederick A. Praeger, 1963, p. 58. 


. Ibid., p. 89. 
. Ibid. 
. For a full discussion of the International Atomic Energy Agency, see John G. 


Stoessinger, “‘Atoms for Peace: The International Atomic Energy Agency,” in 
Commission to Study the Organization of Peace, Organizing Peace in the 
Nuclear Age. N.Y.: New York University Press, 1959, pp. 117-233. 

Klaus E. Knorr, “American Foreign Policy and the Peaceful Uses of Atomic 


186 The Military Struggle for Power 


Energy,” in Atoms for Power: United States Policy in Atomic Energy Develop- 
ment. N.Y.: The American Assembly, 1957, p. 109. 

35. Inis L. Claude, Jr., Power and International Relations. N.Y.: Random House, 
1962, pp. 11-39. 

36. Organski, op. cit., p. 286. 

37. Ibid., p. 292. 

38. Ibid., p. 338. 

39. Herz, op. cit., p. 183. 

40. Hans J. Mongenthau, Politics Among Nations, 3d ed. N.Y.: A. A. Knopf, 
1960, Chap. 22. 

41. Kissinger, op. cit., p. 71. 

42. Reinhold Niebuhr, Moral Man and Immoral Society. N.Y.: C. Scribner’s Sons, 
1946, p. 93. 

43. ane N Waltz, Man, the State, and War. N.Y.: Columbia University Press, 
1959, p. 28. 

44. Ibid., p. 234. 

45. Paul-Henri Spaak, “The Atom Bomb and NATO,” Foreign Affairs, April 1955, 
Pp. 358. 


BelsBilrisOLGs Rear eer sy; 


Aron, Raymond. The Century of Total War. N.Y.: Doubleday, 1954. 

. On War. N.Y.: Doubleday, 1959. 

Brodie, Bernard. Strategy in the Missile Age. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1959. 

Buchan, Alastair. NATO in the 1960’s. N.Y.: Frederick A. Praeger, 1960. 

Bullock, Alan. Hitler, a Study in Tyranny. N.Y.: Harper & Brothers, 1952. 

Burns, Arthur. “From Balance to Deterrence,” World Politics, July 1957. 

. “The International Consequence of Expecting Surprise,” World Politics, 
July 1958. 

Churchill, Winston. The Second World War. Vols. I-VI. Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1948-1953. 

Claude, Inis L., Jr. Power and International Relations. N.Y.: Random House, 1962. 

Clausewitz, Karl von. On War. N.Y.: Modern Library, 1943. 

Dinerstein, Herbert S. War and the Soviet Union. N.Y.: Frederick A. Praeger, 1959. 

Dunn, Frederick S. War and the Minds of Men. N.Y.: Harper & Brothers, 1950. 

Earle, Edward M. Makers of Modern Strategy, Military Thought from Machiavelli 
to Hitler. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1943. 

Eisenhower, Dwight D. Crusade in Europe. N.Y.: Doubleday, 1948. 

Finletter, Thomas K. Power and Policy, United States Foreign Policy and Military 
Power in the Hydrogen Age. N.Y.: Harcourt, Brace, 1954. 

Garthoff, Raymond L. Soviet Military Doctrine. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1953. 

. Soviet Strategy in the Nuclear Age. N.Y.: Frederick A. Praeger, 1958. 

Goodrich, Leland M. Korea, a Study of United States Policy in the United Nations. 
N.Y.: Harper & Brothers, 1956. 

Halperin, Morton H. Limited War in the Nuclear Age. N.Y.: John Wiley and 
Sons, 1963. 

Hitch, Charles J., and McKean, R. N. The Economics of Defense in the Nuclear Age. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960. 


Bibliography it 87 

Huntington, Samuel P. The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of Civil- 
Military Relations. Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University 
Press,.1057. 

Janowitz, Morris. The Professional Soldier. Glencoe, IIl.: Free Press, 1960. 

Kahn, Herman. On Thermonuclear War. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1960. 

. Thinking About the Unthinkable. N.Y.: Horizon, 1962. 

Kaufmann, William, ed. Military Policy and National Security. Princeton, N_.: 
Princeton University Press, 1956. 

Kecskemeti, Paul. Strategic Surrender. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 
1958. 

Kissinger, Henry A. The Necessity for Choice. N.Y.: Harper & Brothers, 1961. 

. Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy. N.Y.: Harper & Brothers, 1957. 

Knorr, Klaus, ed. NATO and American Security. Princeton, N.J.:. Princeton Uni- 
versity Press, 1959. 

. The War Potential of Nations. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1956. ; 

Levine, Robert A. The Arms Debate. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1963. 

Liddell Hart, Basil H. Strategy, the Indirect Approach. London: Faber and Faber, 


1 . 

Milis, Walter. Arms and Men, a Study in American Military History. N.Y.: G. P. 
Putnam’s Sons, 1956. 

, Mansfield, Harvey C., and Stein, Harold. Arms and the State. N.Y.: 
Twentieth Century Fund, 1958. 

Moore, Ben T. NATO and the Future of Europe. N.Y.: Harper & Brothers, 1958. 

Morgenstern, Oskar. The Question of National Defense. N.Y.: Random House, 1959. 

Nef, John U. War and Human Progress. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1950. 

Ogbum, William F., ed. Technology and International Relations. Chicago: Univer- 
sity of Chicago Press, 1949. 

Osgood, Robert E. Limited War, the Challenge to American Strategy. Chicago: Uni- 
versity of Chicago Press, 1957. 

Pachter, Henry M. Collision Course: The Cuban Missile Crisis and Coexistence. 
N.Y.: Frederick A. Praeger, 1963. 

Slessor, John C. Strategy for the West. N.Y.: Morrow, 1954. 

Snyder, Glenn H. Deterrence and Defense. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1962. 

Staley. Eugene. War and the Private Investor. N.Y.: Doubleday, 1935. 

Vagts, Alfred. Defense and Diplomacy. N.Y.: King’s Crown Press, 1956. 

Werth, Alexander. Russia at War 1941-1945. N.Y.: E. P. Dutton and Company, 
1964. 

Wheeler Bennett, John W. The Nemesis of Power. London: St. Martin’s Press, 1954. 

Wolfe, Thomas W. Soviet Strategy at the Crossroads. Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1964. 

Wolfers, Arnold, ed. Alliance Policy in the Cold War. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1959. 

, ed. Changing East-West Relations and the Unity of the West. Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins Press, 1964. 

Wright, Quincy. A Study of War, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1942. 


7 


- The Economic 
Struggle for 
Power 


My credit now stands on such slippery ground. 


SHAKESPEARE 
Julius Caesar, III, 1 


The East-West Economic Confrontation 


There is hope that a major military conflict between East and West 
may be avoided. Power confronts counter-power and the condition of 
mutual deterrence has decreased the diplomatic influence of military 
force. Even in the political arena the contest has narrowed to a jockeying 
for limited advantage. In addition, centrifugal tendencies in both camps 
have infused the political distribution of power with new elements of 
flexibility. But a decisive victory is still possible in the economic theater 
of the East-West struggle. Both super-powers are aware of this fact. ‘The 
Soviet leadership has repeatedly asserted that its concept of “peaceful 
coexistence” is primarily a phase in East-West relations which will usher 
in the victory of Communism without the necessity of military conflict. 
The Soviet Union’s major weapon in this arena of the power struggle 
is economic and industrial competition. Hardly a day passes without 
exhortations in the Soviet press to “surpass the United States,” and 
similar clarion calls in Communist China. The Western nations, espe- 
cially the United States, have responded to this challenge by reasserting 
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the continued necessity to outproduce the Soviet Union and to retain 
healthy and prosperous economies. Indeed, East and West are engaged 
in a fierce industrial race. 

In 1958 Premier Khrushchev proclaimed a bold Seven-Year Plan which 
was to give the Communist bloc greater industrial production by 
1965 than the rest of the world put together. Indeed, the Soviet 
Premier added that by 1970 the Soviet Union would have the highest 
standard of living in the world and would be outproducing the United 
States both in absolute terms and on a per capita basis. Under the 
Seven-Year Plan, heavy industrial output was to increase by almost 100 
per cent and light industry by 50 per cent. Capital investment and 
foreign trade were scheduled for a 70 per cent increase as were food, 
industry, and agriculture. In addition, the Plan promised an increase 
of at least 40 per cent in real income and the realization of a gigantic 
housing program. 

In 1961 the Seven-Year Plan was superseded by an even more ambi- 
tious Twenty-Year Plan, which was to bring the Soviet Union to the 
threshold of true Communism. The new Plan, announced at the Twenty- 
second Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, envisaged 
the creation of “the material and technical basis of Communism” during 
the first decade and the introduction of “the principle of distribution 
according to need” by the end of the second. Specifically, the Soviet 
leadership pledged itself to “surpass the strongest and richest capitalist 
country, the U.S.A., in production per head by 1970,” and to “leave the 
overall volume of United States industrial output far behind by 1980.’ 
Huge increases were planned for all sectors of heavy industry as well as 
for agricultural production. The Plan also included sharp rises in the 
standard of living and blueprints for the solution of the housing problem. 
The overall goal of the Twenty-Year Plan was clearly to make the Soviet 
Union the richest and most powerful nation in the world. 

The Soviet challenge to the West is clear. If the targets are realized, 
the Communist bloc will emerge with greatly increased military strength. 
More important, an appreciably higher Soviet living standard would 
increase the attractiveness of the Communist system in the developing 
nations and enable the Soviet bloc to expand its foreign aid program. 
And an expanded Soviet industrial machine might flood the world 
market with Communist goods. Increasingly, also, trade might be used 
as a weapon. By underselling the West, the Soviet Union could gain 
a portion of various commodity and raw material markets; developing 
countries might come to rely upon the Soviet Union to purchase their 
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export goods and thus become more vulnerable to Soviet political 
pressures; or the Soviet Union might engage in “dumping” operations, 
thus upsetting international markets in vital industrial and raw materials. 
On the whole, the Soviet economic offensive, in the words of Allen 
Dulles, is “the most serious challenge the United States ever faced in 
time of peace.’’® Hence its chances of success deserve analysis. 

There are several factors that operate in favor of the Soviet Plan. 
First, the mineral wealth of the Soviet Union far exceeds that of the 
United States. While American leadership is much concerned with the 
conservation of natural resources, the Soviet Union is just beginning to 
exploit the vast resources of Siberia and the Soviet Far East. With 
respect to most raw materials, the Soviet Union has the base to support 
larger industrial production than the United States. Second, the high 
degree of technological advance is an important factor in the raising of 
production and labor efficiency. Third, the Soviet labor force may be 
manipulated relatively freely. Manpower may be transferred from fac- 
tories to farms and back again without serious repercussions to the 
economy. Moreover, strikes and similar labor crises restricting produc- 
tion do not exist in the Communist bloc. Finally, and most important, 
the planned Soviet economy does not seem to be threatened by reces- 
sions or depressions. Indeed, as one American student of the Soviet econ- 
omy has noted, in every year since 1946 Soviet industry has produced 
more than the previous year, and there is no reason to suppose that this 
steady upward movement will not continue.* 

On the other hand, there are also formidable obstacles in the path of 
the Twenty-Year Plan. First, while it is true that the natural resources 
of the Soviet Union are almost inexhaustible, they are located for the 
most part in the thinly populated regions of the country. A large-scale 
migration of workers to Siberia would therefore be necessary to exploit 
these resources for production. Second, enormous capital investments 
are needed for the realization of production targets. But the Soviet 
Premier at the same time also promised a housing construction program, 
an increased living standard, and shorter work hours. It is questionable 
whether these production and consumption goals can be attained simul- 
taneously. If they are not, consumer goods will probably be sacrificed 
to industrial production as in the past. Third, Soviet agriculture has been 
in serious trouble. Poor harvests have forced the Soviet government to 
purchase large quantities of wheat in Western markets in order to feed 
its people. In the light of these events it is most doubtful whether the 
highly ambitious agricultural targets can be attained. Fourth, the Plan 
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is based on the assumption of relative internal stability within the Soviet 
bloc. The economies of the Eastern European countries are expected 
to contribute their share toward the 1970 and 10980 targets. A recur- 
rence of events like the Polish and Hungarian revolts of 1956 would 
seriously jeopardize the fulfillment of the Plan. Finally, the Soviet leader- 
ship takes for granted a very slow rate of economic growth in the United 
States. 

Of all the “imponderables” in the equation, this last is perhaps the 
most important. On the one hand, the Soviet hope seems by no means 
unreasonable. Since 1950 the Soviet economy has been growing at a rate 
roughly twice that of the United States, and in 1958 the Sino-Soviet 
bloc for the first time surpassed the United States in steel production.® 
On the other hand, a sense of urgency has been growing in the United 
States. American leadership of both parties has become increasingly 
convinced that the Soviet slogan of “peaceful coexistence” represents 
a strategy with which the U.S.S.R counts on winning the East-West 
struggle without war. The United States has realized that if, indeed, 
Communism should succeed in “burying” the capitalist system—to use 
former Premier Khrushchev’s phrase—it is more likely to do so through 
higher production statistics than through nuclear bombardment. Hence 
the leadership of both major parties in the United States has shown it- 
self deeply concerned about “staying ahead” of the Soviet Union in in- 
dustrial capacity. Yet it seems questionable whether this sense of urgency 
can be sustained over a long period of time. In times of crisis the United 
States has always been able to outproduce its adversaries. ‘The reaction 
to Pearl Harbor is a case in point. But the Communist challenge of 
“peaceful coexistence” is unprecedented in that it is not an immediate 
but a long-range challenge that demands relentless, all-out effort. ‘The 
Soviet hope, of course, is that the Western economies will disintegrate 
from maladies resulting from their own “inner contradictions.” But 
the fact, counter to Marxist theory, is that capitalism has exhibited a 
high degree of resilience to the swings of the economic cycle. ‘Tech- 
niques have been discovered whereby recessions and depressions can 
be mitigated or perhaps avoided altogether. Indeed, when one con- 
templates the tensions that exist within the Communist camp one is apt 
to conclude that Communism is at least as vulnerable to “inner contra- 
dictions” as are the Western nations. 

Perhaps the greatest paradox of the economic struggle between East 
and West lies in the fact that as they have developed, the economies 
of the Soviet Union and of the United States have become increasingly 
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similar. In both societies, good performance is rewarded with “capitalist” 
incentives. The successful Soviet factory manager or collective farm 
chairman is the recipient of bonuses, special funds, and numerous fringe 
benefits. While his standard of living is still far lower than that of an 
American executive—as, of course, the Soviet standard of living in general 
is much lower—the motives that spur him on are very similar. There 
remains one great difference, however, between the two systems. In the 
United States, waste and inefficiency are not penalized by the govern- 
ment. In Communist countries, in contrast, failure to fulfill the quota 
may result in disciplinary action or dismissal. A serious discrepancy be- 
tween target and actual accomplishment may be interpreted as sabotage 
and lead to internment in a labor camp. 

It is very likely that over the years the economic similarities between 
the two societies will increase. The great emphasis on production may 
even lead to a degree of ideological erosion. The typical Communist 
Party member is no longer a fiery orator or an idealistic visionary, but a 
calculating administrator and technocrat. ‘The common dictates of in- 
dustrial production may divest the East-West struggle of its messianic 
ideological character. Once universalist ideology atrophies, the fierceness 
of the struggle may abate. Hence, it is possible that the East-West indus- 
trial competition may in the end prove an indirect path to international 
order. As Prime Minister Nehru of India hoped, the two great antagonists 
may settle for coexistence without victory or defeat. Possibly, even, the 
increasing similarity of their economic systems may contribute to a 
gradual realignment of the international struggle for power. Already 
the economic differences between “Communist” Russia and “Com- 
munist” China are nearly as great as those between “Communist” 
Russia and “Capitalist” America. How these trends will develop further 
is of course difficult to predict. Yet one thing seems certain: the nuclear 
age no longer permits a decisive military victory over one of the super- 
powers. The only possible victory can occur in the economic realm. 


The Economics of the Two Struggles of Our Time: 
The “Waging” of Economic Aid 


Despite the intensity of the economic competition between East and 
West, the two super-powers have not directed their resources and 
economic strategies primarily against each other. Rather, both the United 
States and the Soviet Union have become increasingly convinced that to 
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win ultimate victory, they must gain the allegiance of the world’s 
uncommitted nations. As a result, the competition between East and 
West for the favor of these neutralist states has steadily intensified. As 
one scholar has pointed out, “global politics have come to resemble more 
and more the domestic politics of a two-party system.”? The uncom- 
mitted countries play the role of the often crucial independent vote. In 
order to win this floating vote, both parties promise prosperity and 
economic welfare. Both parties encourage industrialization. Both parties 
attempt to appeal to the vital center. The United States de-emphasizes 
its traditional associations with paternalistic colonialism, while the Soviet 
Union disclaims its revolutionary militancy. In short, both super-powers 
attempt to appeal to the new nationalism on whatever grounds seem 
most likely to elicit a favorable response. At the same time, the new na- 
tions themselves, having become fully aware of their strategic position, 
have increasingly used the East-West struggle to advance their own 
causes. In the process, economic aid, like atomic energy, has developed 
into a major instrument in the international power struggle and one that 
again Clearly illustrates how extensively and intimately the two chief 
phases of that struggle—the East-West and the colonial-anticolonial— 
are interdependent. We shall now turn to an analysis of this new form 
of economic warfare. 

Ever since the launching of President Truman’s “Point Four Program” 
in 1949, Western (and especially American) aid to “underdeveloped 
areas” has been a permanent and expensive fact of life. And though it 
has been vociferously and continuously attacked on many grounds, few 
have gone so far as to suggest that it be ended altogether. Annual debates 
on the budget for economic aid programs have no longer challenged 
their basic purposes but have been confined to questions as to what sums 
should be allocated to them and how they ought to be administered. Ex- 
amination of the growing literature on the subject shows that there are 
several telling motives that in fact underlie Western foreign aid policies. 
First, there is the economic argument—advanced in the United States as 
early as 1952—that the “underdeveloped lands” possess many of the 
ingredients of economic and strategic strength. The nature of the 
United States’ economy has made it dependent on these areas for critical 
raw materials, and so the United States must participate in the continued 
development of these resources, a vital basis of its power. A second line 
of reasoning maintains that foreign aid is a tool in the East-West struggle, 
an important weapon in the competition with the Soviet Union for the 
support of the “neutralist” countries. This argument, a favorite of Con- 
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gressmen “selling” foreign aid to their constituencies, assumes that 
economic aid buys grateful allies and is therefore a highly effective 
defense against Communist infiltration. Since Communism feeds on 
poverty, this argument holds, raising the standard of living should prove 
the best way to combat and prevent it. 

A third ground on which foreign aid is justified is the hope that it will 
contribute to the establishment and strengthening of democracy, or at 
least prevent a state from turning to Communism. This hope is rooted 
not only in considerations of power. Rather, as is true of the Soviet Union 
as well, the United States feels flattered and reassured when it sees its 
own type of institutions apparently vindicated by being adopted and 
made to work elsewhere. If for that reason alone, it would prefer the 
world to be covered with as many democratic and as few Communist 
societies as possible. 

Fourth, American foreign aid is intended to help provide a sound 
economic and social basis for the political stability and military strength 
of the United States’ allies. In some areas, such as Formosa, South Korea, 
and South Vietnam, the aid given has gone well beyond these eco- 
nomic and social considerations and has frankly been designed first and 
foremost to build up the military effectiveness of the countries concerned. 
A similar logic has underlain the economic aid the United States has 
given to the two Communist states that to date have defied Soviet 
domination—Yugoslavia and Poland. The American assumption in 
undertaking this step was that whatever weakens Moscow’s control 
strengthens the United States. However, this thinking has remained 
considerably tempered by American concern lest on major issues in the 
East-West struggle Yugoslavia and Poland side with the Soviet Union in 
spite of the aid they have received from the United States. Hence Ameri- 
can policy in this regard has vacillated between the fear that “once a 
Communist, always a Communist” and the hope that “some Commu- 
nists are less so than others.” It is difficult to assess the. effectiveness of 
these Wester efforts to attract Communist countries. In the case of 
Yugoslavia, it is very likely that the prompt American offer to shore up 
Tito’s government against Stalin after the former’s expulsion from the 
Cominform strengthened the position of the Yugoslav leader and made 
it possible for him to pursue a fairly independent course. Poland, on the 
other hand, despite massive American aid, has in essence remained de- 
pendent upon the Soviet Union. 

An impressive synthesis of most of the above arguments in favor of 
foreign aid has been advanced by Professors Millikan and Rostow in a 
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Report to the Senate Special Committee to Study the Foreign Aid 
Program.® As their main thesis the authors recommend that the United 
States employ its resources to create and encourage conditions for self- 
sustaining economic growth in the “underdeveloped” countries. Such 
growth, they hold, would lead to the evolution of politically stable and 
viable democratic societies that could not easily be victimized by Com- 
munist promises or intimidation, The authors’ premise in this argument 
is, of course, that there is a necessary causal connection between growing 
economic strength and the development of democratic values and institu- 
tions. Yet can this premise really be accepted as axiomatic? If it could— 
since economic development has in fact been steadily advancing in most 
of the uncommitted countries—would not democracy throughout the 
world have shown mote victories, or even promises, than it actually has? 
It would seem, indeed, that the relationship between economic conditions 
and political institutions is considerably more complex than Millikan 
and Rostow have maintained. 

The administration of American foreign aid has been highly complex. 
Almost 85 per cent of the annual budget approved for foreign aid has 
been earmarked for military equipment and defense. The other 15 per 
cent is designated as economic aid for development or defense support. 
Such support is in part military aid disguised as economic aid. In 
countries where American assistance pays for the development of a 
national power arsenal, defense support is economic aid disguised as 
military assistance. Hence, in practice, the distinction between “military” 
and “economic” aid is often not apparent. Ninety-nine per cent of the 
entire foreign aid budget is handled bilaterally between the United States 
and the recipient countries. Less than 1 per cent is channeled through the 
United Nations and its specialized agencies. The Congress has been very 
hesitant to allocate more generous funds to the UN’s economic aid and 
technical assistance programs. The reasons for this have been several: 
unwillingness to yield financial control over American dollars to the 
General Assembly, reluctance to make the United Nations financially 
dependent upon any one power, suspicion that the United Nations was 
too responsive to Communist machinations, and a continuing preoccupa- 
with immediate rather than long-range defense and security problems. 
This reluctance has been an important factor in causing the chronic 
shortage of funds that has afflicted the work of the United Nations 
in economic aid and technical assistance to “underdeveloped” areas. 

The Soviet Union for a long period showed little interest in economic 
competition for the uncommitted nations. Under the iron dictatorship 
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of the aging Stalin, its main concern continued to be with the consolida- 
tion of “socialism in one country” and Soviet hegemony in Eastern 
Europe. After Stalin’s death, however, the new leaders were quick to see 
significant “built-in” advantages that the Soviet Union enjoyed vis-a-vis 
the West in its relations with the nations of Asia, Africa, and the 
Middle East. It could come to the nations that had just emerged from 
colonialism as the main protagonist of national self-determination; to 
the colored peoples of the world it could come as a partly Asian nation; 
in countries where the merchant had long been an object of contempt, it 
could emphasize its hostility to capitalism; to fledgling agricultural states 
yearning for modern industrial economies it could present itself as the 
nation that had launched the interplanetary age; and lastly, it could ex- 
ploit its theory of the “inevitability” of a Communist victory by per- 
suading the peoples of the new nations that by following the precepts of 
Marxism-Leninism they would have history on their side and could make 
the leap to progress almost through an act of faith. 

The new Soviet leadership lost no time in utilizing these advantages 
and taking up the instrument of economic aid with a vengeance. Sud- 
denly, Nehru was no longer an imperialist lackey, but a glorious leader 
of a free people. Nasser, who had been attacked as a Fascist usurper 
when he first rose to power, became the hero of a nation exploited by 
Western colonialism. Actual economic aid began to be offered by the 
Soviet Union in 1954, five years later than the United States. ‘The formal 
occasion of this action was the extensive tour of Asia that Khrushchev 
and Bulganin undertook in that year. As the two Soviet leaders visited 
country after country, they accompanied their own offers of aid by 
vehement denunciations of Western aid as camouflaged imperialism in 
which “the flag would follow the dollar.” They particularly hammered 
at the American policy of attaching “strings” to its aid programs and 
sought to convince their listeners that American aid was never motivated 
by a disinterested humanitarianism but was solely intended to prevent 
the forward march of Communism. Khrushchev and Bulganin pointed 
to the Soviet Union as the classic example of a nation that had attained 
industrialization without “imperialist aid.” Hence, industrialization So- 
viet style—and with the aid of “good red rubles” with no strings attached 
—was recommended as infinitely preferable to American “gilded mis- 
siless” 

‘The Soviet theme of anti-imperialism fell on ready ears in Asia and 
soon made necessary a re-evaluation of American aid policy. For it was 
indeed true that until the mid-1950’s the United States had customarily 
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attached political conditions to its foreign economic assistance. In ex- 
change for extensive aid to South Vietnam, for example, the United 
States had exerted a degree of pressure on the government of that coun- 
try to install a pro-American Premier, Ngo Dinh Diem. In addition, a 
Vietnamese army was equipped with American weapons and training 
facilities, but was expected in return to resist any possible Communist 
aggression from the North. The Soviets branded this as an example of 
“Yankee Imperialism” working hand in glove with French colonialism. 
The result of this maneuver was that Ho Chi Minh, the Communist and 
anti-French leader of North Vietminh, gained a great deal of popu- 
larity, while Premier Diem was regarded in many Vietnamese circles as 
“Yhomme d’Amerique.” 

In this altered situation following the appearance of the Soviets on the 
scene, the task of the United States became increasingly difficult. Most 
importantly, it now became possible for an opportunistic neutralist to 
“play both sides of the street” and to hold out his political friendship to 
the highest bidder. If the United States demanded unacceptable politi- 
cal conditions, the recipient was now in a position to say: “If you do not 
give me aid without strings, I know someone who will.” When, for 
example, the United States refused to finance President Nasser’s am- 
bitious project of the Aswan High Dam, the Egyptian president was able 
to turn to the Soviet Union. Indeed, there soon developed a veritable 
contest between the two super-powers in their demonstrations of selfless- 
ness and generosity. 

The United States aid programs to “neutralist” nations now made 
every effort to avoid “strings” of any kind. In general, American aid— 
and the implied political support that inevitably went with it—was 
therefore placed in the hands of the ruling elites that were in fact in 
control. Unfortunately, however, the members of these traditional elites 
were often the people in the countries concerned who were most closely 
associated with large-scale land ownership and with the former colonial 
powers. Though still in control, they were actually being opposed as 
“reactionaries” by more and more of the people. Hence, by supporting 
these traditional groups, the United States tended to be popularly iden- 
tified with them and to become maligned as an intruding force helping 
to impede social and political progress. Moreover, as a result of their 
support by the United States, the members of the traditional elites in 
question felt free in a number of instances to be less than scrupulously 
honest and public-spirited in their administration of American aid funds. 
Indirectly, this contributed even further to the unfavorable popular 
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image of the United States, As a result, although the introduction of 
American money and influence aided in preparing the way for industrial- 
ization and higher popular economic expectations, the Communists 
frequently found themselves in the better position to mobilize the 
population as a whole in the pursuit of these objectives. By assuming 
leadership against the “conservatives” backed by the United States, 
Communist parties were able steadily to strengthen their positions and 
even, in Indonesia, to have themselves invited to participate in govern- 
ment in such key roles as regular cabinet positions.® 

The above analysis should not convey the impression that American 
aid without strings has had no beneficial results. Indeed, most neutralist 
countries have responded very favorably to the scrupulous observance of 
the recipient nations’ sovereign rights. But just as often it has unwit- 
tingly played into the hands of Communist interests. And as this has 
been perceived in the United States, the entire subject of economic aid 
as an instrument of policy in the East-West struggle has come under 
extensive re-examination. Yet almost no one has gone so far as to rec- 
ommend that foreign economic aid to the new nations be stopped 
altogether. For though such a policy might have pleased a few economy- 
minded Congressmen, it would obviously have alienated the new nations 
whose neutrality, if not support, the United States badly needs. At best, 
it might align the United States with static and conservative regimes, 
perhaps pro-Western but growing progressively more alien to the heart- 
beat of their countries. Such regimes would almost certainly be unstable 
and probably would in the long run prove unable to resist the factions 
championing the example of Soviet-style industrialization. 

These, then, were the horns of the American dilemma in regard to 
economic aid. On the one hand, continued emphasis on aid with or 
without strings; on the other, a policy of withdrawal; with either alterna- 
tive possibly having equally disastrous consequences. The dilemma 
seemed even more acute because many Americans looked at Soviet aid 
to the uncommitted nations in largely one-dimensional terms. They 
wondered at the “blindness” of the neutralist leaders and their failure to 
see that Soviet aid missions had all the earmarks of Trojan horses. This 
attitude failed to take into account the Afro-Asian view of the Soviet 
Union. To be sure, it is dificult enough for a nation to see itself as others 
see it. It is far more difficult to see a second nation as a third sees it.1° 
Yet this is precisely the root of the competition. The Soviet Union has 
been able to project itself into the thinking of the uncommitted nations 
somewhat more successfully than the United States. The truth is that 
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Soviet aid has been much more attractive to many of the new nations 
than many Americans would care to admit. To most of the Asian and 
African leaders Communism is merely an alternative to democracy—an 
alternative, in fact, which many believe may be able to produce the 
desired effects more quickly. In brief, the choice from the point of view 
of the recipient country is not one between good and evil. It is not even 
pumarily a question of Soviet or Western aid. Rather, it is the much 
more practical question of how much can be sought and “safely” ac- 
cepted from either or both. : 

Fortunately for the United States, the “built-in” advantages enjoyed 
by the Soviet Union in its appeal to the Afro-Asian nations are at least 
partly offset in many of the countries concerned by considerable and 
ever-growing suspicion of Communist leadership. ‘The Soviet Union’s 
representation of itself as a partly Asian country, for example, has by no 
means entirely obscured the fact that the country is governed by white 
men and has frequently adopted a repressive policy toward its minority 
groups. The antireligious overtones of Communism are repulsive to 
the Hindu, Buddhist, and Moslem elements that are widely scattered 
throughout the neutralist countries. The totalitarian features of the 
Soviet Union are deeply suspect in countries like India, with a spiritual 
tradition of nonviolence. Finally, there are profound misgivings about 
Communist expansionary goals and the tactics of subversion and political 
domination. The Chinese incursions into Indian territory, especially, 
have alerted the neutralists to this danger. These handicaps frequently 
neutralize Communism’s “built-in” advantages and have compelled the 
Soviet Union to administer its aid program with the utmost circumspec- 
tion and the most scrupulous respect for the sovereignty of the recipient 
countries. 

In purely quantitative terms, the Soviet aid program has spent approxi- 
mately one tenth of the amount expended by the West. It should be 
pointed out, however, that the entire Soviet bloc shares in the program. 
An indication of the range of these activities may be gathered from the 
following selective summary: 


Czechoslovakia provided technical aid in the construction of a meat-process- 
ing plant and sugar refinery in Afghanistan. Sixteen Soviet experts con- 
ducted a survey of possible industrial and agricultural investment projects 
in Cambodia. Soviet technical experts have made studies in India of pos- 
sibilities for a pharmaceutical industry, glass and electric-power plants, and 
heavy machinery manufacturing. Hungarian experts advised on the con- 
struction of hydro-electric and diesel stations in Indonesia. The U.S.S.R. as- 
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sisted in modernization of spinning looms and mills in Lebanon. Czechoslo- 
vakia provided technical aid in the establishment of a flour mill in Paraguay. 
Polish engineers assisted in construction of an enamelware factory in Egypt. 
East German experts conducted a survey of water resources, and assisted in 
the construction of waterworks and water systems in the Sudan, Czechoslo- 
vakian technicians assisted in the construction of an international airport in 
Damascus and in the construction of an oil refinery in Syria. Czechoslovakia 
provided technical assistance in the construction of a cement factory in 
Yemenins 

In 1959, for example, missions from the entire Soviet bloc entered 
Guinea, the only African country to have seceded from the French 
Community. Virtually the entire economy of that new nation was af- 
fected by Communist economic aid. By the time the United States 
concluded its first aid agreement in October 1960, Guinea already leaned 
heavily toward the Soviet camp. An increasingly important participant 
in the Communist bloc aid program has been Communist China. 
Peiping’s first aid project to a non-Communist country was launched in 
1956 with a grant to Cambodia. Later that year, Nepal became the 
beneficiary of Chinese economic aid. Following the pattern set by the 
Soviet Union, Peiping attached “no conditions whatsoever” to its aid 
agreements. Nepal, fearful of political intervention, went so far as to 
insist that no Chinese technical personnel accompany the shipments. In 
September 1957 Ceylon received a grant for the improvement of rubber 
plantations. In addition to outright gifts, the Chinese have also experi- 
mented with long-term loans to neutralist countries. Indonesia, Burma, 
Ceylon, and Yemen have been among the beneficiaries. In some in- 
stances, as in Guinea, the Chinese have employed both the gift and loan 
technique. In the 1960's the Chinese began to offer aid to several other 
African countries. ‘There are indications that foreign aid has become an 
instrument of struggle within the Communist bloc itself. If the rift be- 
tween China and the Soviet Union should persist, each of the two 
competitors will be tempted to advertise its own particular version of 
Communism through the vehicle of its economic aid missions. The most 
likely arena for such intra-Communist rivalry will in all probability be 
Africa. 

Before we embark on a more detailed comparison of the economic aid 
administered by East and West, it should be mentioned that several 
Western nations besides the United States have made sizeable contribu- 
tions. The United States has, of course, been the most important single 
purveyor of aid. Britain has made substantial grants—largely through 
the instrumentality of the Colombo Plan—to develop the economies and 
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raise the living standards of several Asian nations. This effort has not 
been limited to members of the Commonwealth, but has been extended 
to Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, Burma, Thailand, Nepal, and Indonesia. 
In addition, Britain has extended large-scale assistance to her former 
colonies in Africa. The same is true of France and the African members 
of the French Community. Most recently, West Germany has made 
some notable contributions to the Western program. Indeed, Germany’s 
tole is becoming increasingly important. 

The effectiveness of economic aid, however, cannot be judged pri- 
marily in quantitative terms. If that were so, the economic struggle 
would have been won by the West long ago. In order to analyze the 
dynamics of the struggle correctly, we must proceed to a qualitative 
assessment of the several specific types of aid used by both East and 
West in the uncommitted nations. 

Both East and West have made long-term aid commitments. While 
the West has poured great quantities of foodstuffs and consumer goods 
into the uncommitted countries, the Soviet bloc has preferred to build 
monuments to itself. For example, the United States has shipped vast 
quantities of wheat to India and provided vital technical assistance in 
Indian irrigation projects. While American technicians and engineers 
were widely scattered throughout the subcontinent, the Soviets concen- 
trated their effort in Central India. In Bhilai, the Soviets erected a giant 
steel mill with a capacity of a million tons of ingots. The plans for the 
mill were drawn up by Soviet engineers but its construction was a joint 
Indian-Soviet effort. A great deal of machinery and equipment was 
brought from the Soviet Union and the project was financed by a Soviet 
credit to the Indian government. The total cost of the plant exceeded 
$200,000,000. Most important, when construction was completed, the 
Soviet engineers went home and the plant belonged to the Indian gov- 
ernment to be used for the benefit of the Indian economy. A similar 
example of Soviet “impact” aid was the construction of asphalt roads in 
Kabul, the capital city of Afghanistan. The roads were financed by Soviet 
credit and built with Soviet machinery under the supervision of Soviet 
engineers. Western aid to Afghanistan, on the other hand, has consisted 
largely of consumer goods. 

In any objective evaluation, Western aid to the Indian and Afghanistan 
economies has been vital. It has been applied throughout the entire 
economies of the two nations, has kept them from foundering and has 
greatly facilitated national planning. Yet once wheat has been consumed, 
it is easily forgotten. The Bhilai steel mill and the modern roads of 
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Kabul, in contrast, have a decidedly more permanent “glamor value.” To 
the casual observer, they furnish proof of Soviet generosity. More im- 
portant, perhaps, they point up the Soviet ability to make long-range 
commitments for the construction of specific major industrial projects. 
Until the establishment of the International Development Association 
(IDA) in 1960, the United States was severely handicapped in its long- 
range planning by the requirement for annual Congressional approval of 
most foreign aid expenditures. And it is precisely this type of long-range 
capital assistance that is required to guide most of the new nations over 
their initial planning period toward the goal of industrialization. Many 
Wester projects of this kind must grow out of private initiative. But 
this means higher interest rates, a search for profit, and the continued 
presence of Wester personnel. Western capital construction aid looks 
askance at waste because it is motivated at least in part by private eco- 
nomic considerations. The persistence of the American fixation on 
“private enterprise” has tended to inhibit the use of economic aid as an 
instrument of governmental policy. The Soviet leadership, on the other 
hand, considers the question of economic returns completely irrelevant. 
Its motives are to win the psychological and political allegiance of the 
new nations. 

Both East and West have wooed the neutralists with lavish gifts. Once 
again the Western, especially the American, practice has been to give 
“grants” in the form of commodities and technical assistance. The Soviet 
bloc does not give “grants.” Instead, it brings “gifts.” The Soviets have 
been very conscious of the psychological truth that a “grant” is some- 
thing a richer nation gives a poorer, whereas a “gift” is a matter between 
friends. Gifts from the Soviet bloc again follow the “monument” pattern. 
For instance, the Soviet government constructed a technological institute 
in Rangoon as a gift to the people of Burma. In return, Burma presented 
the Soviet people with “a gift of rice.” This type of ceremonial gift 
exchange was so successful that it was frequently repeated elsewhere. 
The Soviets have given hospitals, sports centers, hotels, and exhibition 
halls to the uncommitted nations. In most instances, the recipients were 
permitted to demonstrate their appreciation by a gift of surplus com- 
modities. ‘The monetary value of the gifts from the Communist bloc 
countries has usually been relatively small, but their significance has far 
transcended their cash value. A Soviet “glamor gift” frequently receives 
more publicity than a multimillion dollar United States “grant” of cash, 
commodities, equipment, or technical assistance. An amusing by-product 
of East-West economic competition has been the fact that some of the 
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neutralist countries have begun to refuse any form of economic aid at all 
unless it is an outright gift. Cambodia, for example, has laid down this 
condition: “It is perfectly happy to receive grants from any source and 
does so with abandon, but it refuses categorically to accept loans of any 
kind. Even a generous Soviet offer of a very long-term, interest-free credit 
was rejected on the grounds that an obligation to repay would in some 
way constitute an abridgment of Cambodia’s sovereignty.” !* This strange 
pattern reaches its logical extreme in the case of Indonesia. President 
Sukamo has announced repeatedly that he has rewarded the United 
States by accepting its gifts. This curious psychological inversion has 
become one of the most astounding phenomena of the East-West 
struggle. 

It is not always true that neutralist leaders prefer outright grants. Most 
of the larger neutralist countries are the recipients of loans from both 
East and West. Loans do less violence to the sense of dignity and in- 
dependence of the recipients and a borrowing country feels not like an 
object of charity but like an equal. It is simply engaging in a normal 
economic exchange in which it is paying fairly for what it receives.® 
Burma even insisted on paying for its Soviet “gift” with a symbolic “gift” 
of rice of its own. Similarly, the Burmese premier preferred an American 
loan to a grant, stating that: “We prefer to pay for it, as this forms a 
more solid basis of friendship than acceptance of gifts.’14 

There are, indeed, several further considerations in the debate con- 
cerning gifts versus loans. For one thing, as an American expert on the 
subject has pointed out, “Credits are twice-blessed; they bless by main- 
taining the sense of dignity of the recipient when first extended, and 
they bless by securing the gratitude of the recipient if payments are 
reduced or forgiven. Grants would serve neither of these ends.”?° On the 
other hand, there is the important matter of the interest rate. Soviet 
loans typically carry an interest charge of 2 to 2¥2 per cent. Thus the 
Indian government is paying the Soviet Union 22 per cent interest on 
the Bhilai steel mill. In contrast, the interest rate charged by the United 
States government, the World Bank, and private Western firms, usually 
ranges between 4 and 5 per cent. For a project comparable to the Bhilai 
steel mill that has been financed by the World Bank and by a United 
States loan, The Tata Iron and Steel Company Ltd. and the Indian Iron 
and Steel Company are paying the World Bank 474 per cent. The 
Soviets have emphasized their low interest rate, especially in those areas 
of Asia, Africa, and the Middle East where the money-lender is an object 
of scorn. Their purpose has been to try to portray the West as an ex- 
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ploiter of the poverty of the underdeveloped countries and to present 
their own program as one of mutual benefit. While the political elites in 
the neutralist nations know, of course, that a large proportion of Western 
aid consists of grants that need not be repaid, when loans are compared 
with loans the comparison is favorable to the Soviet Union. For in fact 
the 2 per cent interest rate strikes a delicate balance. It is high enough 
to safeguard the national pride and sensitivity of the new nations, yet it 
is low enough to seem to lend plausibility to the denunciation of the 
West as a rapacious Shylock. Soviet capacity to manipulate its interest 
rate is one of the advantages of a state-controlled economy. It would be 
idle to expect an American firm or the World Bank to abandon tradi- 
tional investment practices and pour money into unstable developing 
countries without the expectation of a reasonable economic return. 
When funds placed in an American savings bank or government bonds 
yield 4 per cent or more, it is difficult to persuade Western business to 
extend loans abroad for 2 per cent or less. 

A final matter of crucial importance concerns the method of repay- 
ment of aid credits. At first, “gold clauses’ were inserted into all agree- 
ments for Western loans. In order to protect the lender from inflation, 
the borrower had to pledge himself to repay the credit in hard currency 
—American dollars or British pounds sterling. But usually hard cur- 
rency was in short supply in the new nations. When Soviet credit ap- 
peared on the scene, the Russians announced their willingness to accept 
repayment in local currency or in the form of commodity exports from 
the recipient countries. This gave the Soviet Union a great advantage in 
the economic struggle. Burma, for example, would have liked to repay a 
United States loan by exporting parts of its rice surplus. But the United 
States was burdened with a rice surplus of its own. Moreover, the Soviet 
negotiators have made it a policy not to require a detailed economic 
justification before granting a loan for a particular development project. 
Whereas the Soviets have emphasized speed, Americans have often 
bogged down in endless surveys and preparatory missions. As one scholar 
has put it: “After battling with the hardheaded bankers, skeptical lawyers 
and insistent economists who run Western and international aid pro- 
grams, it is a welcome relief for the negotiators of the underdeveloped 
countries to deal with the openhanded and eager Russians.’”1* 

The publicity that accompanies the economic aid program of East and 
West has an important bearing on the overall picture. A Soviet decision 
to extend a loan or give a “gift” is invariably announced as a “unanimous 
desire of the Soviet people” to bring economic and social welfare to the 
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developing countries. Conversely, the annual foreign aid appropriation by 
the American Congress is usually preceded by an acrimonious debate 
over the merits of the recipient. Invariably, a small but articulate minor- 
ity inveighs against “the great give-away” and the pouring of American 
funds “down rat holes and bottomless pits.” Frequently, neutralist 
leadership is not sufficiently sophisticated to perceive that Soviet unan- 
imity is a fabrication or, on the other hand, that violent opponents of 
foreign aid are in a minority in the United States. The net result is that 
small Soviet gifts or loans often receive more favorable notices than do 
much larger quantities of Western aid. 

Perhaps the crucial advantage of the Communist aid program is its 
claim never to have attached any “strings,” economic or political, to its 
assistance. It was, indeed, this Soviet self-restraint that compelled the 
West to adopt similar policies. In the meantime, however, the fact that 
the West did attach political conditions to its early programs has given 
the Communist bloc a great propaganda advantage. By widely proclaim- 
ing a “no strings attached” policy, the Soviet Union has capitalized on 
the intense emotions of anticolonialism in the new sovereign countries. 
All industrial establishments constructed by members of the Soviet bloc 
become the property of the recipient country. By contrast, private 
Western companies have often constructed plants and continued to 
operate them for profit. While it cannot be denied that private invest- 
ment has made great contributions to economic growth in many under- 
developed countries, the high interest rate has often been seen as an 
“economic string” leading to ultimate political dependence. The Rus- 
sians, on the other hand, build their monuments and go back home. 
Quite obviously it would be puerile to regard the Soviet refusal to attach 
“political strings” as a manifestation of disinterested humanitarianism. 
But it would be equally naive to assume that Communist economic aid 
missions necessarily serve as a camouflage for espionage and conspira- 
torial activities. There have in fact been such cases, as in Burma in 1956, 
when Soviet technical personnel in Rangoon were accused of espionage, 
but they have been rare. On the whole, the Communist countries have 
established a tradition of scrupulous noninterference and correct behavior 
in the neutralist countries. 

It is very likely that “economic aid without strings” is seen by the 
Communist bloc as the best way to achieve ultimate control. For there 
may well be Communist “strings” of a more hidden nature. First, a 
tradition of correct behavior, once established, may cause a lowering of 
the guard in the recipient nations. As Communist aid grows, the day 
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may come when the economy of the neutralist country will have become 
dependent on the continued flow of Soviet aid. At that point political 
pressure may be applied: first as a gentle reminder to the recipient state 
that its behavior is not sufficiently “friendly”; then, perhaps, as a warning 
that aid might stop unless behavior became “friendlier.” In short, once 
economic dependence is established, the withdrawal of aid may be used 
as a lever for obtaining political concessions. The pattern may be 
analogous to that of drug addiction. The neutralist country accepts the 
aid, fully believing that it can “kick it” at any time, only to find that it 
may be “hooked.” It is possible, of course, that at such a critical juncture, 
the West might come to the rescue of a neutralist nation which has 
been “hooked.” This, indeed, might become a major challenge to West- 
ern statecraft. The Soviets themselves have frequently played this role. 
For example, in 1958 the government of Pakistan was bitterly split on the 
question of whether the nation should accept an American loan for 
the construction of a new steel mill. In the midst of the heated debate 
the Russians stepped in and also offered to build and finance a steel mill 
for the Pakistani people.1” The result, of course, was an American grant. 

On balance, Soviet policy seems to subordinate immediate subversion 
to the more ambitious and longer-range goal of economic and political 
dependence. During the “infiltration” stage, the Soviet program in- 
creases the appeal of neutralism in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East 
since it strengthens the bargaining power of the new nations vis-a-vis the 
West. The likelihood that immediate conspiracy is not a factor would 
seem to be borne out by the fact that there is no direct correlation be- 
tween Soviet foreign aid policy and the role of the Communist Party in 
the recipient countries. The five largest recipients of Soviet aid in 1962 
were India, the UAR, Afghanistan, Indonesia, and Cuba, each of which 
received more than $300,000,000 in credits. In these five recipient coun- 
tries, the Communist Party was legal in India, outlawed in the UAR, 
nonexistent in Afghanistan where there is no political party system 
under the King, very powerful in Indonesia, and ruling in Cuba. Com- 
munist objectives are thus clearly attuned to the long run. They have 
been planned well and have demonstrated great sensitivity to the pe- 
culiar psychology of the new nationalism. It is here that the difference 
between East and West has been at its most striking. While the West 
has often attempted to impose conditions before aid was to be given, 
thus frequently antagonizing the recipients, the Soviet bloc has posed 
as a benefactor seeking no payment at all. In truth, the ultimate price 
may be high indeed, but will not be exacted until long after economic 
aid has been absorbed. 
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From the above analysis, it appears to be a paradox that both East and 
West extend aid to the same countries with the expectation of victory 
for their respective political systems. The Soviet Union hopes that eco- 
nomic and industrial development will lead to the triumph of Com- 
munism in the uncommitted countries. The West holds the view that 
economic growth will strengthen democratic traditions and thus win the 
neutralist nations for the West. Since these mutually exclusive ends 
cannot be achieved by the same means, must not one of the two super- 
powers be fatally wrong in its policies in the economic struggle? It seems 
that whereas the objective of Communist aid—the inclusion of neutralist 
areas within the Communist orbit—is clear, Western goals in the eco- 
nomic struggle are often vague. Part of this vagueness is of course in- 
herent in the nature of democracy. How can American economic aid 
policy be imbued with a set of substantive goals with which to compete 
successfully with officially imposed and managed Communist ideology? 
How can one make democracy into an export commodity without sac- 
rificing the most cherished parts of its heritage—the principle of disagree- 
ment, the absence of an all-encompassing creed, and the freedom of man 
to think and act for himself? 

A democratic system of government is most strikingly distinguished 
from Communist determinism in that it accepts man’s freedom to reflect 
and choose. Communist man, it has often been asserted, is caught by 
the inexorable laws of the system, while democratic man has the capacity 
to control the social system by his own will. This distinction is funda- 
mental to those who feel that the ideological arsenal of democracy must 
be equipped with a fighting faith. The export of technical “knowhow,” 
so the argument runs, is in itself inadequate unless it is accompanied by 
the spiritual message of democracy—the belief in the inherent rights of 
the individual. While this view has a great deal of force, it does not 
resolve our basic problem. 

The dignity of the individual, freedom of thought, the right to dis- 
agree—all these are among the most dearly held Western ideals. But 
even if they were exportable, would they be considered more than phil- 
osophical niceties to peoples deeply impressed with crying economic 
needs, the glamor of industrialization, and the prospect of being in the 
advance guard of mankind? The very deterministic quality that the West 
decries in Communism is looked to by many neutralist leaders as an 
asset. They see in it an almost religious (if secular) assurance that their 
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societies can attain the millennium of progress. It is therefore open to 
serious question whether the export of democracy as a way of life and 
as a substantive spiritual message by the West to “neutralist” countries 
is at the moment either philosophically or psychologically feasible. 

One basic reason for the relative ineffectiveness of the West in pro- 
moting democracy among the uncommitted nations is a breakdown in 
communication. When addressing the new nations, the West tends to 
define the major advantages of democracy primarily in terms of political 
liberties: freedom of speech, freedom of religion, freedom of the press, 
and freedom of assembly. However, most of the new nations have no tra- 
dition of democracy and tend to lean toward authoritarian forms of gov- 
ernment. To the people in these countries the overriding concern is not 
political liberty but economic security: freedom from want, freedom 
from illness, freedom from hunger, and freedom from an early death. 
The Communist bloc conducts its aid program in a psychological frame- 
work that is more immediately meaningful to the recipients. It points 
to itself as the leading “socialist” country and declares the “classless 
society” as its avowed goal. The United States, itself deeply ambivalent 
about the “welfare state,” is reluctant to export a kind of “international 
New Dealism.” It would be difficult to imagine the Voice of America 
advertising American “socialism.” Yet, the “classless” society is in fact 
closer to realization in the West than it is in the Communist countries. 
Hence there emerges a cruel paradox: the United States has all the eco- 
nomic benefits which the neutralist nations want, yet is unwilling to 
advertise them; the Soviet Union, on the other hand, is only too eager to 
promise advantages that it does not possess. 

One possible way in which the West could deal with the Soviet bloc’s 
economic offensive would be always to outdo the Communists and call 
upon them to match Western efforts. It might be argued that if the 
Soviet Union could be involved in such a competition its resources would 
be overstrained, whereas its refusal to take up the challenge would show 
it up as a second-class power. Such a procedure, however, would be 
somewhat mechanistic and would transfer an equal measure of control 
over Western economic aid policy to the Communist bloc, since each 
Soviet offer would have to elicit an automatic American counteroffer. 
Some observers have suggested the opposite technique. According to 
these, the United States should withhold aid from all countries accepting 
Soviet offers, or at least deduct Soviet credits from the quota of American 
aid. Such a policy, however, would add new substance to the oft-repeated 
Soviet charge that Western aid is given only to combat Communism, not 
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to increase the welfare of the recipient. The following tale circulated by 
the Communists found a large audience in those neutralist nations that 
had been warned by the Soviet Union against Western economic aid: 


An American official assessing the needs of the neutralist nations for 
American aid arrived in Nepal. After the usual preliminaries the official got 
down to business and asked the Nepalese chief of state how much money 
he thought he needed from the American government. A fairly modest sum 
was mentioned in reply. Somewhat relieved, the official mentioned that this 
was quite feasible. “But,” he added, “you do have a Communist problem 
here, do you not?” “No,” was the reply. Now the American appeared dubi- 
ous but nevertheless promised to do his best. The Nepalese, fearing for 
the money, decided to ask Prime Minister Nehru of India for help. “Will you 
lend me two thousand Communists?” he asked him. The reply, after a 
minute’s thoughtful silence, was disappointing: “No,” said Mr. Nehru, “in 
this country we need every Communist we can get.’”’* 


While this story is probably apocryphal, the Soviets have often man- 
aged to brand the United States with the stigma of colonialism. Hence, 
any form of Western punishment for the acceptance of Communist aid 
might easily backfire. It has therefore been suggested that the United 
States try to improve the economy of a country before the Soviets make 
an offer. One of the great problems of the West in the economic struggle 
is that of anticipating the Soviet Union. More frequently the Soviet bloc 
anticipates the West, as it did in Guinea, where the West was compelled 
to react rather than to act. It will probably be necessary for the West, in 
this connection, to become less concerned with economic waste. Indeed, 
as one scholar has put it: “When it becomes less concerned over tech- 
nical strings and economic waste, the United States Congress in particu- 
lar will have caught up with the Soviets in understanding that political 
ends justify and often require wastefulness of economic means.”?® 

There may be some areas in which the West may attach conditions 
with impunity. But these are few and include only those in which there 
exists a common interest between East and West. One of these might be 
the dispersion of atomic energy to the uncommitted nations. Both the 
Soviet Union and the United States have serious reservations about 
equipping the new nations with nuclear capacity. Hence it might be 
possible “to make both sales and grants of conventional military hard- 
ware to industrially less developed countries contingent on a supervised 
commitment by the recipient country not to produce, or seek to produce, 
nuclear weapons on its own.””” 


* This story was related to the author by an Indian student at the Communist 
Youth Festival in Vienna in 1959. 
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In overall perspective, both East and West have been forced to adopt 
an attitude of detachment. While the West has learned this lesson only 
after the “strings” attached to its aid programs had snapped, the Soviets 
have exhibited a deeper understanding of this psychological truth and 
have shown a clearer perception of their own ultimate goals. The West 
has had a more difficult time grasping the paradox that “a decent meas- 
ure of control is more likely to flow from an attitude of detachment than 
from one of involvement.’”° 

To redress the balance, the West has begun to examine the possibility 
of channelling a greater proportion of its economic aid programs through 
the United Nations. This may indeed be a fruitful approach. The last 
ten years have seen a tremendous growth of the United Nations func- 
tional agencies. Numerous organs exist within the UN structure for 
technical assistance and aid to developing areas. The Economic and 
Social Council and its commissions, the Technical Assistance Board, the 
International Finance Corporation, the International Development As- 
sociation, and a number of specialized agencies such as the Food and 
Agriculture Organization and the World Health Organization, all share 
in this work. These agencies share a small annual budget for technical 
assistance. It has been suggested that an upward revision of this amount 
might neutralize some of the more powerful Soviet maneuvers in the 
uncommitted areas and lead to a more economical use of American 
funds. 

Aid given by the Western powers through United Nations auspices 
might deflate the Leninist contention that it is a disguised form of 
imperialism. Since the Asian and African peoples have been particularly 
susceptible to this kind of Soviet propaganda, the gains so derived might 
be considerable for the West. Emphasis upon international rather than 
bilateral aid might give the lie to Soviet assertions, since representatives 
from the governments of recipient countries sit in the councils of United 
Nations Technical Assistance agencies. Admittedly, the ratio would have 
to be revised gradually to avoid a disproportion of American funds and 
to allow time for the responses of other countries to the American initia- 
tive. United Nations teams, by virtue of their international composition, 
would assure the application of technical assistance within the cultural 
framework of the country to which it is given. Such teams have often 
prevented severe social friction, and have eased the strains of industrial- 
ization. The Food and Agriculture Organization, for example, introduced 
artificial fertilizers in India only after the way had been prepared by a 
UNESCO team that had succeeded in overcoming much social resist- 
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ance. The dangerous split in societies between the pro-industrialization 
group and those opposed may be narrowed considerably, or even pre- 
vented, by workers who bring with them a treasury of experience from 
many lands—including those that have already benefited from the de- 
velopment process. Finally, it has been pointed out that the United 
States might get better results for less money by committing a greater 
proportion of funds to the United Nations. A truly international program 
would decentralize budgetary responsibilities and distribute among other 
nations burdens so far borne largely by the United States. Indeed, a 
continual outflow of gold prompted the United States in the early 1960’s 
to ask its Western European allies to assume a larger share of the West- 
ern aid program to the developing areas. 

There are, on the other hand, arguments against a greater Western 
use of the United Nations as a vehicle of economic aid. Many American 
legislators are reluctant to commit more funds to the UN. They fear, 
first, that United Nations aid would not woo the neutralist nations as 
effectively for the West as would direct American aid; they are also 
reluctant to relinquish control over large sums of money to the United 
Nations General Assembly in which the United States has only one vote. 
Yet these arguments are of dubious validity, since it must be remembered 
that, given the nature of the global economic competition, the United 
States no longer has a choice between maintaining control over its for- 
eign aid funds and relinquishing it. Any attempt by the United States 
to impose “strings” would immediately be exploited by the Soviet Union. 
Hence, the real choice seems to lie between yielding up the funds di- 
rectly to the nations of the developing areas or appropriating them to 
the General Assembly. In view of the unstable and authoritarian nature 
of many of the governments of the new nations, many Western obser- 
vers feel that while “bilateral aid” must, of course, continue, a more 
generous portion of Western economic aid funds should be allotted to 
the world body. Such a plan might considerably mitigate the intensity of 
the economic power struggle and help to forge economic aid into a truly 
effective instrument of international order. Barring such changes, how- 
ever, it is very likely that economic aid in our time will remain primarily 
a form of warfare in the international struggle for power. 
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‘Diplomacy and 
Political Order 


Diplomacy is the art of avoiding the ap- 
pearance of victory. 


METTERNICH 


“Secret” and “Open” Diplomacy 


Diplomacy may be defined as the conduct of international relations by 
negotiation. It is a process through which nations attempt to realize 
their national interests. It is, of course, not always an instrument of po- 
litical order. Its object at times may be the intensification of a struggle be- 
tween nations, or it may be a neutral tool that regards order as irrelevant 
to the pursuit of the national interest. But more often than not, diplo- 
macy is an important instrument of political order, for the very process 
of negotiation implies that nations settle their differences through peace- 
ful change within the framework of a given system rather than by 
resorting to the overthrow of the system through violence. When a na- 
tion has decided in favor of war, the instrument of diplomacy becomes 
superfluous. But so long as the national interest dictates the avoidance of 
war, diplomacy works on behalf of peace. And since most nations feel 
most of the time that their policies may be realized by means short of 
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war, diplomacy has been, and remains, a major highway to political order. 

Diplomacy antedates the nation-state system by almost two thousand 
years. The city-states of ancient Greece had developed diplomatic inter- 
course to a high level. On reading Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War, one 
is struck by the profound insights that the ancients had gained into the 
subtle arts of negotiation. If the Greeks made a major contribution to 
the essence of diplomacy—the accommodation of conflicting interests— 
the Romans’ contribution was the equally important one of investing the 
practice of diplomacy with legal authority. The re-emergence of the city- 
state system during the Renaissance in Italy was once more accompanied 
by a great burgeoning in the arts of diplomacy. Machiavelli’s The Prince 
was the most famous of many contemporary discourses on the subject. 
The coming of the nation-state system in the seventeenth century 
ushered in an age of even greater diplomatic activity. This era of the 
so-called “old diplomacy” dominated the scene until World War I. 
When we contemplate the quaint practices that prevailed during these 
three hundred years—boudoir intrigues, powdered wigs, and “waltzing 
congresses” —we are tempted to smile indulgently. But before we decide 
that this period is of only historical and archaeological interest, we would 
do well to remember that the “waltzing Congress of Vienna” of 1815 
ushered in a century in which there occurred not a single major interna- 
tional war. The diplomatic dramas in which Metternich, Castlereagh, 
and ‘Talleyrand were the major actors are well worth re-reading.1 Hence, 
before we turn to an analysis of the more modern techniques of negotia- 
tion, we shall evaluate the traditional methods of diplomacy. 

Hans Morgenthau has defined the task of diplomacy as a fourfold one: 


Diplomacy must determine its objectives in the light of the power actually 
and potentially available for the pursuit of these objectives. Diplomacy must 
assess the objectives of other nations and the power actually and potentially 
available for the pursuit of these objectives. Diplomacy must determine to 
what extent these different objectives are compatible with each other. 
Diplomacy must employ the means suited to the pursuit of its objectives. 
Failure in any one of these tasks may jeopardize the success of foreign policy 
and with it the peace of the world? 


Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century diplomacy seems to have fulfilled 
these conditions rather well. Few nations set themselves goals that were 
not commensurate with their power. Only rarely did nations make gross 
errors in assessing the power or the objectives of others. Underrating or 
overrating the power of the antagonist was the exception, not the rule. 
Nations constantly compared their own goals with those of others and 
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weighed their compatibility. Since the national substance of a nation 
was rarely if ever threatened, it was generally possible to compromise on 
most outstanding issues. Sometimes nations resorted to a threat of force. 
But most of the time, traditional diplomacy was characterized by a spirit 
of compromise. The hallmark of the old diplomacy was the rule of quid 
pro quo. 

The greatest success of traditional diplomacy was, as we have men- 
tioned, the Congress of Vienna of 1815. At Vienna, the diplomats of 
Austria, Prussia, Britain, Russia, and France managed to negotiate their 
differences and as a result ushered in one of the longest periods of peace in 
Western history. How was this feat accomplished? In the first place, the 
fundamental structure of the international system was accepted by the 
negotiating powers as “legitimate.” No nation at Vienna threatened 
the existence of the others with aspirations to world conquest. Nor did 
the Congress have to cope with the presence of any revolutionary power 
whose ideology dictated the absorption of the others. Each of the par- 
ticipants advanced limited objectives and expressed them in terms of 
limited territorial claims and counterclaims. This happy state of affairs 
provided the second condition of success, namely, that each nation found 
itself in a relationship of reasonable satisfaction and security vis-a-vis the 
others. This point has been well stated by Henry A. Kissinger in his 
analysis of the Vienna Congress: 


Since absolute security for one power means absolute insecurity for all others, 
it is obtainable only through conquest, never as part of a legitimate settle- 
ment. An international settlement which is accepted and not imposed will 
therefore always appear somewhat unjust to any one of its components. 
Paradoxically, the generality of this dissatisfaction is a condition of stability, 
because were any one power totally satisfied, all others would have to be 
totally dissatisfied and a revolutionary situation would ensue. The foundation 
of a stable order is a relative security—and therefore the relative insecurity 
—of its members. Its stability reflects, not the absence of unsatisfied claims, 
but the absence of a grievance of such magnitude that redress will be sought 
in overturning the settlement rather than through an adjustment within its 
framework.® 


The conditions that contributed to the success of the Congress of 
Vienna do not prevail in the modern world. Yet if we study the Vienna 
Congress we find that there are important insights to be gained never- 
theless. These do not, of course, derive from the conditions of the 
international order in 1815. They apply, rather, to the diplomatic conduct 
by which the diplomats at Vienna pursued their objectives. 

All important negotiations at the Congress of Vienna took place in 
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private. Only the ministers and their most trusted subordinates par- 
ticipated in the crucial discussions. Camouflaged by the glitter of 
nineteenth-century Vienna and the pomp of the Habsburg Court, the 
diplomatic interchanges proceeded strictly behind closed doors. In our 
own time “secret diplomacy” has become a term of disapprobation. And 
to be sure, secrecy often led to extreme suspicion even among the diplo- 
mats of the earlier period. Thus, when Prince Metternich, the Austrian 
plenipotentiary, was told that the Russian ambassador in Vienna had 
died during the negotiations, he was reported to have asked: “Ah, is that 
true? What may have been his motive?” Yet despite its inevitable draw- 
backs, this method gave the statesmen of the time a priceless advantage 
that contemporary diplomats have largely been denied: it enabled them 
to conduct their negotiations in private, free from the pressures and 
inhibitions of constant publicity. 

The “old diplomacy” fell into disrepute with the coming of the 
twentieth century. Liberal optimists who believed that “power politics” 
could be banished from the earth through the establishment of a univer- 
sal League of Nations took a dim view of the old-fashioned secret diplo- 
macy and considered it the symptom of a corrupt and bygone era. ‘The 
new spirit was expressed most eloquently by Woodrow Wilson in his 
Fourteen Points: “Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, after 
which there will be no private understanding of any kind, but diplomacy 
shall proceed frankly and in the public view.” The advocates of the “new 
diplomacy” urged that not only the results of diplomacy should be made 
public, but that even the process of negotiation itself ought to be subject 
to the scrutiny of the people. The implication was that the business of 
diplomacy was too important to be entrusted to diplomats alone. The 
principles of democratic government demanded that in matters affecting 
the vital interests of the nation the public be kept informed and allowed 
to express itself at every stage of the proceedings. The reason for this, as 
Wilson and the proponents of “open diplomacy” saw it, was that the 
national interest was safer in the hands of the public than it would be 
if left in the hands of some elite group, no matter how well versed in the 
arts of negotiation the latter might be. 

It is a curious irony that Wilson, the great advocate of “open diplo- 
macy,” seldom practiced it. His efforts to realize his dream— the creation 
of the League of Nations—were conducted with considerable secrecy. 
When he returned from Versailles, he confronted the American people 
with a fait accompli. The Senate’s refusal to ratify the Treaty incorporat- 
ing the League of Nations was in some measure attributable to the fact 
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that the Senators had not been taken into the President’s confidence 
during the formulation of policy. Wilson wanted the “consent,” but not 
the “advice” of the Senate and the people. In other words, the major 
architect of “open covenants openly arrived at” was one of the great 
practitioners of “secret diplomacy.” Nevertheless, the impact of the new 
Wilsonian conception was enormous. To a world grown deeply weary of 
war and the struggle for power, the prospect of a new system of interna- 
tional conduct that, in the words of one caustic observer, would no 
longer be governed by “men who were sent abroad to lie for their coun- 
try,’* looked desirable indeed. 

Yet it soon became evident that if the new diplomatic techniques 
dispelled some long-standing fears, they also raised some serious prob- 
lems. ‘There was little disagreement that the results of diplomatic nego- 
tiations should be disclosed to the people, but many observers began to 
question the wisdom of exposing the negotiations themselves to the 
searchlight of publicity. It was soon discovered that under such condi- 
tions an atmosphere was created that precluded genuine bargaining. It 
became increasingly difficult, if not impossible, for a diplomat to yield on 
a point, to give up a claim, or to admit that there was at least a modicum 
of justice on the other side when he knew that each such action would 
be condemned by his compatriots as an act of cowardice and as a retreat 
in the face of the enemy. Thus, more and more frequently, diplomacy 
fell victim to publicity. Diplomats came to the bargaining table with 
maximum demands which they defended “on principle.” Positions grew 
brittle, compromise became the exception rather than the rule, and the 
negotiators tended to address the audience rather than each other. This 
transformation of diplomacy into an instrument of propaganda was 
accelerated by the rapid development of the media of communication. 
A diplomat who was not only exposed to the physical presence of an 
attentive public but had to cope with a network of television cameras as 
well was not likely to run the risk of looking like a fool or a knave before 
millions of people. 

Secret diplomacy seldom involved more than a small number of 
negotiators. The “new diplomacy,” in contrast, has through the coming 
of the United Nations and the various regional organizations acquired 
an even further complicating dimension in that most negotiations must 
be conducted multilaterally. Once a dispute is brought before the United 
Nations, for example, it becomes the business of the entire General 
Assembly. Representatives from more than one hundred nations express 
themselves on the matter while the entire world watches. Such a state of 
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affairs is hardly conducive to effective bargaining. The issue generally is 
not resolved through negotiations but through attempts by the leading 
forces in the General Assembly to obtain a majority vote with which to 
defeat a recalcitrant minority. It need not be emphasized that this 
method frequently exacerbates differences among nations instead of 
composing them. 

All these developments have radically changed the nature of both 
diplomacy and the diplomat. While a plenipotentiary attending the 
Congress of Vienna had large powers of discretion, the modern diplomat 
is frequently little more than a messenger who communicates the in- 
structions of his government. Frequently heads of state even short-circuit 
their emissaries altogether by dealing with each other directly. During 
World War II, for example, Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin by no 
means relied solely on the talents of their diplomats. In fact, many of 
their most vital policy decisions were hammered out in telegrams and 
long transatlantic telephone conversations among themselves. The ide- 
ology of totalitarian powers like the Soviet Union contributes to this 
debasement of diplomacy even further. For, being the representative of 
a nation whose major objective is to export its revolution, the Soviet 
diplomat does not, at heart, accept the existing international system as 
“legitimate.” Most basically, indeed, he is interested in its disruption, not 
its preservation. Moreover, since his very survival may depend on the 
faithfulness with which he transmits the orders of his government, he 
has even less diplomatic flexibility than his Western counterpart. 

The modern phenomenon that combines all the weaknesses of the 
“new diplomacy” most dramatically is the “Summit Conference.” Ge- 
neva in 1955 and Paris in 1960 became the capitals of the world while 
heads of state met there to air their differences. The participants found 
themselves cast in the role of gladiators, with the rest of humanity as 
their audience. While most of the onlookers desperately hoped for peace, 
few were willing to tolerate the kind of compromise that the attainment 
of real peace would have required. The unprecedented publicity led to 
an equally unprecedented inflexibility; the inflexibility found expression 
in little more than repetitive propagandistic recriminations; and in the 
end, the heads of state parted company: in 1955, in an “improved 
atmosphere” but without any concrete results; in 1960, in animosity and 
disillusionment. The question therefore arises—especially in view of the 
negligible role played in both of these conferences by the diplomats 
themselves—whether diplomacy as an order-building instrument has not, 
in fact, become obsolete. 
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It is clear from the above that the high hopes that were originally 
entertained for open diplomacy have not been warranted. Public control 
of the negotiating process has not necessarily yielded superior results. 
But it is equally clear that many of the most positive aspects of the old 
diplomacy have little relevance in a world in which totalitarian powers 
are bent on the destruction of a system that others wish to preserve. 
And certainly the rapid advance of technology and communications 
that has so radically changed the nature of diplomacy cannot be halted 
or reversed. It would therefore undoubtedly be a gross oversimplification 
to blame the deterioration of diplomatic intercourse solely, or even 
primarily, on the vices of open diplomacy. Would the. deadlocks be- 
tween the United States and the Soviet Union over the disposition 
of Germany have disappeared if negotiations had proceeded in private? 
Could a rapprochement be effected between the United States and 
Communist China through a series of private meetings of the top 
diplomats of the two nations? It would be foolhardy to answer these 
questions in the affirmative. On the contrary, it seems clear that the 
stubbornness of the international struggle for power has its roots not 
in the deficiency of diplomatic techniques but in the existence of 
objective and fundamental differences among the major nations. These 
differences are deeply rooted and would not yield easily to either secret 
or open diplomacy. Yet it is equally true that diplomacy, open or secret, 
remains a major tool of order-building which the nations continue to 
use in their international intercourse. ‘The answer to our question as to 
the present and future status of diplomacy cannot, therefore, be found 
in any wholesale condemnation of secret or open diplomacy. Rather, 
the value of each type must be assessed, utilized, and developed accord- 
ing to the exigencies of each particular situation that may be confronted. 

To illustrate the need for such a pragmatic application and combina- 
tion of the two types of diplomacy, let us weigh their pros and cons 
in regard to an actual case: the problem of the rights of the Indian 
minority in the Union of South Africa. This question has been on the 
UN General Assembly’s agenda almost continuously. Each year India 
attempts to remedy the situation by denouncing the Union govern- 
ment’s racial policies before the General Assembly. While the General 
Assembly has largely agreed with India, all resolutions have foundered 
on the rock of domestic jurisdiction and have, if anything, tended even 
to harden the attitude of the government of the Union of South Africa. 
Yet this fact should not lead to any hasty dismissal of the technique 
of multilateral and open diplomacy as a waste of time. For there is no 
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denying that multilateral diplomacy in the General Assembly has its 
very valuable functions. For one thing, it can secure a majority vote 
in the General Assembly, giving notice to the disputants that their 
quarrel should be settled without recourse to violence. More important, 
it can serve as an inducement and prelude to actual nation-to-nation 
negotiations.® Moreover, open diplomacy can find additional expression 
through the United Nations by utilizing that organization’s numerous 
instruments of conciliation and mediation.® Thus, in the dispute be- 
tween India and the Union of South Africa, the Security Council 
authorized the Secretary-General to use his good offices to try to in- 
fluence South African policy. Once again, however, the results were 
wholly negative. In this particular case it can therefore be fairly con- 
cluded that the actual negotiating process was not improved through 
the use of open diplomacy. Though private conferences between Indian 
and South African diplomats would probably not have resolved the 
problem either, they might have avoided the increased tensions that 
resulted from bringing the question before the United Nations and so, 
perhaps, might have yielded at least some minor concessions. 

In other types of situations, on the other hand, the methods of open 
diplomacy may be exactly what are needed, for example, in such matters 
of international legislation as the creation of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency. The very newness of atomic power has made open 
discussion of its peaceful applications and the dangers of its employ- 
ment for military purposes advantageous. Since what happens with 
atomic power is everybody’s business, a multilateral conference on its 
development and uses was also the proper procedure for reaching an 
agreement. 

To generalize, we may say that secret negotiations seem more helpful 
when their function is an essentially deterrent one, such as the settle- 
ment of an international dispute. The “quiet diplomacy” of the United 
Nations Secretary-General, for example, has shown that in an age of 
“open covenants openly arrived at,” the older type of diplomatic strategy 
may make a most important contribution. Indeed, this modern version 
of secret diplomacy has been a direct outcome of the failures of the new 
multilateralism, On the other hand, the more positive aspects of order- 
building, like the passage of new international legislation, lend them- 
selves more readily to the new diplomacy. In most cases, however, 
effective order-building requires a discriminating and sensitive applica- 
tion of both principles. Hence the diplomat is clearly far from obsolete. 
It is only that the demands upon him have become more rigorous and 


“Secret” and “Open” Diplomacy 225 


that he must operate under immensely more difficult conditions. We 
must therefore turn from our consideration of diplomacy in general 
to an examination of the nature of the diplomat himself. 

The best portrait of the modem diplomat is probably that painted 
by Sir Harold Nicolson in his classic treatise, Diplomacy. First among 
the diplomat’s virtues, according to Nicolson, must be truthfulness. By 
this he means “not merely abstention from conscious misstatements but 
a scrupulous care to avoid the suggestion of the false or the suppression 
of the true.”? The modern diplomat must also possess the quality of 
intellectual integrity. Ideally, too, he should be good-tempered or, at 
least, able to keep his temper under complete control at all times. A 
display of anger, for example, is regarded as a betrayal of weakness. When 
Napoleon flung his hat upon the carpet in front of Prince Metternich in 
June 1813, the latter knew that the Emperor’s strength was ebbing. 
Next on the list is patience, which Nicolson considers an indispensable 
quality for the successful negotiator. Modesty is considered important 
since vanity may tempt the diplomat into imprudence. The negotiator 
should also bear a special loyalty to his country, a loyalty that will 
prompt him to tell his government what it ought to know rather than 
what it wants to hear. And finally, the author reminds us that he has 
not forgotten the qualities of intelligence, knowledge, discernment, 
prudence, hospitality, charm, industry, courage, and tact. He has simply 
taken them for granted.® 

It is clear from the above that the combination of characteristics 
required of the diplomat is unusual indeed. Yet even if people who 
measure up to this high standard can be recruited, the measure of suc- 
cess they may achieve in the job of international order-building remains 
to the largest degree dependent upon the complex and trying conditions 
under which they must work. 

For example, so long as even one of the negotiators dogmatically 
adheres to universal aspirations, diplomacy’s perennial quest for com- 
promise is bound to continue to be frustrated. When two combatants, 
each claiming to represent the one true secular religion, meet in the 
arena, there remains almost no room for accommodation at all. Both 
tend to invoke the authority of God or the historical process and forget 
that “they meet under an empty sky from which the gods have de- 
parted.”® Proselytizing should have little room at the bargaining table. 
Only to the extent that the negotiator can free himself from the one- 
sidedness and biases of his own particular ideology is he able to think 
and feel himself into the position of other diplomats. Such empathy can 
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contribute a great deal to successful negotiation. For though it in no 
way implies a yielding of one’s own position, it makes possible the 
placing of questions at issue in as broadly conceived and mutually 
respecting a framework as possible. 

The modern statesman-diplomat in a democrary faces a unique 
dilemma of responsibility to his nation. From this he cannot escape, 
whether he engages in secret or in open negotiations. Should his goals 
simply reflect the will of the people whose servant he is supposed to 
be? Or does his greater knowledge of the international scene entitle 
him to lead the people in some new direction if he believes that the 
common man’s judgment is in error? Moreover, how important is 
domestic support, politically speaking? The experience of Woodrow 
Wilson and the League of Nations demonstrated that the statesman- 
diplomat ignores his people at his own peril. But the generation that 
ratified the United Nations Charter hailed this same man, repudiated 
only a quarter century before, as a great visionary. The fate of Wilson 
therefore seems to indicate that the diplomat who would also be a 
statesman must lead more than follow. Yet since he cannot but act on 
incomplete knowledge, and so can never “prove” that his vision is cor- 
rect, this task may be a trying and cruel one. As Henry A. Kissinger 
has pointed out in his analysis of the Congress of Vienna, 


The statesman is therefore like one of the heroes in classical drama who has 
had a vision of the future but who cannot transmit it directly to his fellow- 
men and who cannot validate its “truth.” Nations learn only by experience; 
they “know” only when it is too late to act. But statesmen must act as if 
their intuition were already experience, as if their aspiration were truth. It 
is for this reason that statesmen often share the fate of prophets, that they 
are without honour in their own country, that they always have a difficult 
task in legitimizing their programmes domestically, and that their greatness 
is usually apparent only in retrospect when their intuition has become experi- 
ence. The statesman must therefore be an educator; he must bridge the gap 
between a people’s experience and his vision, between a nation’s tradition 
and its future. In this task his possibilities are limited. A statesman who too 
far outruns the experience of his people will fail in achieving a domestic con- 
sensus, however wise his policies; witness Castlereagh. A statesman who 
limits his policy to the experience of his people will doom himself to 
sterility; witness Metternich.?° 


‘This observation applies with equal validity to the modern statesman. 
It may be argued, as Kissinger does, that the failure of American states- 
men to grasp this truth has placed them at a disadvantage vis-a-vis the 
Soviet Union. The American diplomat wants to base his decisions on 
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the knowledge of all the facts. But crises do not wait, and by the time 
all the facts are in, unique opportunities may have passed. Hence, the 
quest for certainty in diplomatic intercourse has tended to condemn 
the American statesman to a “reactive diplomacy.” The Communist 
statesman on the other hand, Kissinger maintains, has faced the fact 
that in diplomacy only the risks are certain but the opportunities are 
conjectural. He has realized that “one cannot be sure about the implica- 
tion of events until they have happened and when they have occurred 
it is too late to do anything about them.”!! 


Ethics, Power, and the Statesman 


If the task of the diplomat is difficult, that of the statesman who instructs 
him is indeed formidable. For the latter, the greatest challenge of all 
concerns the role of ethics in a world of power. What is the relationship 
between “personal” and “political” morality? Does diplomacy leave 
room for morality at all? How should we judge a statesman—by his 
intentions or by the consequences of his actions? What should be the 
criterion of success for the statesman-diplomat? In short, what must 
concer us now is the problem of statesmanship and moral choice. 
Diplomacy in the era of Woodrow Wilson looked confidently to the 
possibility of continuous progress in the relations among nations toward 
the goal of justice and brotherhood. Most contemporary observers of 
the “new diplomacy” were convinced that the inherent rationality and 
morality of man could not fail to assert themselves in diplomatic inter- 
course. The growth of democratic institutions would help immeasurably 
in this process. It was assumed, also, that statesmen would conduct 
diplomatic relations exclusively on a basis of goodwill and cooperation. 
In other words, this group of thinkers, whom we shall call the “idealists,” 
deeply believed that it was only a question of time until a congruence 
would be achieved between personal and political morality. The cata- 
clysm of World War II, however, cast serious doubts on these assump- 
tions. It was no longer at all clear that historical progress toward 
cooperation among nations was inevitable. Nor was there sufficient 
evidence for the assertion that human nature was infinitely improvable. 
As a result, a second group of thinkers emerged who were no less 
concerned about peace and justice than were the “idealists,” but who 
felt that the very nature of the international struggle set unavoidable 
limits to the moral aspirations of man. These “realists” were convinced 
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that international behavior was governed by its own objective laws, the 
most important of which was an immutable struggle for power. The 
“idealist” who attempted to deal with international relations in terms 
of morality did so at his own peril. Thus, at one end of the diplomatic 
spectrum, the Wilsonian “idealists” hoped to infuse international be- 
havior with high moral standards. At the other end, the “realists” con- 
tended that international relations were neither moral nor immoral. 
The latter, indeed, defining the relations among nations as predominantly 
a matter of power, saw considerations of morality as irrelevant. 

A careful analysis of the dilemmas of statesmanship indicates that 
the dichotomy between “idealists” and “realists” is too simple. The 
purely “idealist” statesman would be a saint, while a purely Machiavel- 
lian one would be a beast.1? Few statesmen, however lofty their purposes, 
dare to ignore the reality of power, but equally few statesmen, however 
Machiavellian, venture to ignore the existence of morality. The crucial 
difference between interpersonal and international relations is not that 
the former permit moral behavior, whereas the latter do not. It resides, 
rather, in the fact that personal behavior is usually judged by an ethic 
of intention while that of the statesman is essentially one of consequence. 
Morgenthau cites an interesting example that illustrates this point: 


Neville Chamberlain’s policies of appeasement were, as far as we can judge, 
inspired by good motives; he was probably less motivated by considerations 
of personal power than were many other British prime ministers, and he 
sought to preserve peace and to assure the happiness of all concerned. Yet his 
policies helped to make the Second World War inevitable, and to bring 
untold miseries to millions of men. Sir Winston Churchill’s motives, on the 
other hand, have been much less universal in scope and much more nar- 
rowly directed toward personal and national power, yet the foreign policies 
that sprang from these inferior motives were certainly superior in moral and 
political quality to those pursued by his predecessor.® 


The Suez crisis of 1956 excellently illustrates the multiple facets of this 
problem. President Eisenhower's decision to support Egypt and the 
Soviet Union against Britain and France was justified in terms of “a 
single standard of international morality which must be applied to friend 
and foe alike.” This was clearly an ethic of intention. The British and 
French, on the other hand, justified their military expedition in terms 
of its ultimate consequence—the reassertion of their legal rights in the 
Suez Canal. This difference in interpretation of what constituted 
“morality” led to a great deal of bitterness and confusion. If we dig 
further, the problem becomes even more complex. Is not the logical 
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extension of an ethic of consequence the dreaded formula that the 
end may justify the means? This was a question that the British and 
French found difficult to answer after the Suez affair. Conversely, cannot 
“moral” intentions at times lead to “immoral” consequences? To be 
specific, the “moral” act of President Eisenhower might have destroyed 
NATO and resulted in a far more “immoral” consequence—Soviet 
domination of Western Europe. 

It should be obvious from the above discussion that power and 
morality are inseparable and must be so considered by the statesman. 
Perhaps it is helpful to think of the two as two concentric circles of 
which power is the larger. To take a hypothetical example, let us sup- 
pose that the United States promises Portugal a large loan. It then 
decides to withdraw the offer, breaking its promise. As a result, Portugal 
leaves NATO and becomes neutralist. If this actually occurred, it might 
be said that the United States lost some of its power because it acted 
unethically. In some cases, therefore, power may be said to include 
morality. Of course, Portugal would base its decision on a multiplicity 
of factors, only one of which would be the American breach of promise. 
Hence, this generalization, like all others on ethics and power, is subject 
to exceptions. At times, indeed, morality may be the larger of the two 
concentric circles. Thus, America’s “moral” stand in the Suez crisis 
won the admiration of many uncommitted nations in the East-West 
struggle. This friendship, although it was not expressed in terms of new 
military allies, no doubt added power to the international position of 
the United States in some parts of the world. 

The subtle interdependence between ethics and power compels the 
statesman to engage in a process of continual balancing. He is forever 
having to weigh alternatives. And in this enterprise it is very rare for 
the merits in favor of one course of action to be clearly greater than 
the arguments for another. As one careful student of diplomacy has 
pointed out: 


The merits in argument for and against an acceptable line of action never 
occur in ratios of 100 to o or even of 80 to 20. They tend rather to occur 
in the order of 55 to 45 or even 51 to 49. Even at best, the arguments 
against a line of action in foreign policy tend to be almost as weighty as the 
considerations in favor. Yet these small margins of difference constitute the 
distinction between success and failure and are all-important.* 


Almost never is the statesman called upon to decide between a clear-cut 
right and a clear-cut wrong. Here international relations resemble inter- 
personal behavior: most decisions must be taken along a continuum of 
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varying shades of gray. But there does remain one crucial difference: 
the fact that the statesman’s decision may affect the lives of millions of 
his fellow men. 

Lest all this seem a study in confusion, let us, for illustrative purposes, 
examine the alternatives of an issue that has been tormenting American 
statesmen for over a decade: should or should not the United States 
recognize Communist China and support Communist Chinese repre- 
sentation in the United Nations? 

There are weighty arguments in favor of the position that American 
statesmen have thus far defended—the continued exclusion of Com- 
munist China from the comity of nations. First, it has been argued, 
recognizing Red China and seating its delegation in the United Nations 
would imply a condonement of aggression that might inspire other 
potential aggressors also to try to “shoot their way” into the United 
Nations. As a result, Communist prestige throughout Asia might soar, 
and a bloodbath might ensue on Formosa. Many members of the West- 
ern alliance system, it is said further, would interpret such action as 
“appeasement” and might show reluctance to remain allied with the 
United States. Moreover, it is pointed out, the American commitment 
to Formosa is in treaty form and therefore could not be rescinded 
without disastrous results, for it is only by continuing to observe the 
existing defense pact that the United States can assure its allies of its 
determination to live up to its responsibilities. 

On the other hand, there are also powerful considerations that would 
suggest the desirability of reversing American policy toward Communist 
China. From this latter point of view it is argued that the American 
attitude on the matter of Communist China representation in the 
United Nations might profitably be made into a bargaining counter. 
These observers feel that the General Assembly will sooner or later seat 
the Communist delegation anyway and that it would then be too late 
for a quid pro quo. Besides, it is said that Communist China should 
be in the United Nations precisely because she is a totalitarian power 
—since the UN is the only global forum for the peaceful settlement 
of disputes between East and West. Continued refusal by the United 
States to recognize Communist China entails a calculated risk of war 
with a country of vast manpower resources. And, most important of all, 
it is_pointed out that now that Communist China is an atomic power, 
she will only accede to arms control and inspection agreements if she is 
recognized by the United States and seated in the United Nations. 

The case of China shows that the statesman must act with the tragic 
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knowledge that he cannot choose between good and evil but only among 
varying stages of evil. Indeed, whatever decision he makes, some evil 
consequences are bound to result from it. In such a situation, is it 
not easier to abstain from any decision? Yet such “abstention from evil 
does not at all affect the existence of evil in the world but only destroys 
the faculty of discriminating between different evils. The perfectionist 
thus becomes finally a source of greater evil.”!° This tragic condition 
has been painted in all its starkness by Morgenthau: 


We have no choice between power and the common good. To act success- 
fully, that is according to the rules of the political art, is political wisdom. 
To know with despair that the political act is inevitably evil, and to act 
nevertheless, is moral courage. To choose among several expedient actions 
the least evil one is moral judgment. In the combination of political wisdom, 
moral courage and moral judgment, man reconciles his political nature with 
his moral destiny. That this conciliation is nothing more than a modus 
viyendi, uneasy, precarious, and even paradoxical, can disappoint only those 
who prefer to gloss over and to distort the tragic contradictions of human 
existence with the soothing logic of a specious concord.1® 


The Chinese case also demonstrates that the statesman must come 
to grips with at least three different modes of thinking. First, he must 
ask the question of power: Can the United States afford to ignore the 
increasing strength of the Communist regime? Second, the question of 
morality: Should the United States deal with an aggressor nation? And 
third, the question of law: Can the United Nations expect Communist 
China to obey an international law by which China itself is not recog- 
nized? Morgenthau maintains that the statesman, if he is a political 
realist, should maintain the autonomy of the political sphere and merely 
ask himself the question of power.’* This would seem too one-dimen- 
sional a view, for as we have seen, most of the time power includes 
considerations of morality and law. 

We are left, finally, with the ultimate question which formed the 
central point of the famous controversy between Socrates and the 
Sophists over two thousand years ago: whose standard of morality should 
the statesman apply? Should he seek universal principles of justice, as 
did Socrates? Or should he readily admit that morality and justice are 
bound by time and space, as did the Sophists? If he pursues the former 
goal too far, he becomes a dogmatist; if he yields to the latter view too 
easily, he will be emasculated by a sloppy relativism. Indeed, the unend- 
ing quest for meaningful choices in a tragic world is the most difficult 
task confronting the modern statesman-diplomat as political order- 
builder. 
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- International 
Law and 


Political Order 


Inter armis silent leges. In the clash of 
arms the laws are silent. We may add that 
in the truce of arms the laws are heard. 


WALTER LIPPMANN 
The Public Philosophy 


International Relations and the Rule of Law 


Between the evolution of political order among nations and the develop- 
ment of world law—a body of rules and principles of action which are 
legally binding upon states in their relations with one another—there 
is undoubtedly a vital connection, yet there remains wide disagreement 
on the nature of this connection. Many observers of the international 
scene feel that political order-building has to precede the establishment 
of a rule of law; that, in fact, a legal consensus can only grow in the 
soil of a community based on social and political harmony. Others are 
equally convinced that the establishment of a rule of law can help knit 
the bonds of social and political order, that the promulgation of legal 
documents such as covenants and treaties can weave the fabric of com- 
munity. The former tend to favor a “political” approach to order-build- 
ing and prefer to work through the processes of political accommoda- 
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tion and diplomacy; the latter are inclined toward a “legal” approach 
and look with greater hope to the role of international law. In the 
present chapter we shall be concerned with this “legal” approach to 
political order. 

The modern law of nations has its origins in antiquity and in medieval 
times. It has four chief roots. A first important source is the work of 
classical writers. ‘The most famous of these is Hugo Grotius, frequently 
described as the “father of international law.” His fame rests mainly 
in a monumental work, The Law of War and Peace, published in 1625 
as an impassioned protest against the carnage of the Thirty Years’ War. 
It was this treatise that laid the groundwork for the modern laws of war. 
A key passage in its preface sounds amazingly modern: 


Throughout the Christian world I observed a lack of restraint in relation to 
war, such as even barbarous races should be ashamed of; I observed that men 
tush to arms for slight causes, or no cause at all, and that when arms have 
once been taken up there is no longer any respect for law, divine or human; 
it is as if, in accordance with a general decree, frenzy had openly been let 
loose, for the committing of all crimes.t 


A second significant source of international law is custom. If certain 
customary practices among nations persist for a long period of time, 
and if no state expressly rejects them, they eventually may be absorbed 
into the body of international law. For example, it had long been the 
custom to exempt unarmed fishing vessels from war booty. Finally, in 
1900, this custom came to be recognized as law.? This role of custom, 
however, illustrates a major problem of international law. Since only 
those practices become law that are not strongly opposed by any state, 
the rules that nations observe represent only a lowest common denom- 
inator. It is for this reason that international law is not only threatened 
by the ever-present danger of not being abided by, but it is also per- 
manently plagued by low moral standards. The reason for this is, of 
course, that while international law is intended to control states, it is 
in effect controlled by them. 

A third major source of international law derives from treaties. These 
have played an important role since the days of Greek antiquity. 
Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War, for example, speaks 
extensively about treaties among the city-states of the ancient Mediter- 
ranean world. The Congress of Vienna, the Versailles Settlement, the 
United Nations Charter, and NATO have all rested on treaties that have 
contributed importantly to international law. Yet, though more specific 
than custom and requiring the deliberate commitment of states through 
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ratification, treaties also are often ambiguous and do not necessarily 
ensure just relationships among nations, for the treaty makers’ first 
responsibility is attempting to strike a delicate balance between justice 
and peace. If they overemphasize the former, the peace may be lost— 
witness Versailles. The same is true if they lean too much toward the 
latter—witness Munich. An example of a successful treaty which struck 
a felicitous balance was the Congress of Vienna. 

The fourth and final important source of international law is the 
decisions of courts. The contribution of international tribunals in the 
establishment of international law is a recent development, largely a 
product of the twentieth century. The most important of the judical 
bodies have been the Permanent Court of International Justice under 
the League of Nations and the International Court of Justice under the 
United Nations system. 

Traditionally, only states have been subjects of international law. 
In the absence of a higher secular arbiter, each state has tended to 
recognize or refuse to recognize its fellow members of the world com- 
munity. The practice of recognition has followed fairly arbitrary rules 
of co-option which each state has developed on its own. Since the advent 
of the United Nations, the practice of “collective recognition” has 
gained currency. In the case of the birth of new states, such as Israel 
and Ghana, admission to the United Nations has become a kind of 
imprimatur by the world community. This rise of “collective recognition” 
may be a hopeful sign for the development of more uniform legal 
standards. Our generation has also seen the extension of international 
law to subjects other than states: semigovernmental organizations such 
as the Jewish Agency; nongovernmental organizations like the Inter- 
national Red Cross; international organizations such as the United 
Nations and its specialized agencies; and (perhaps most important) 
individuals, who also now have rights and duties before international 
law. Even stateless people have come to enjoy at least a minimum of 
international protection. And for the first time in history the attempt 
was made at Nuremberg in 1945 to bring individuals before the bar of 
international law. * 

The question of jurisdiction over individuals demonstrates that the 
problem of “progress” in international law is a highly complex one. 
It would be too one-dimensional to state that international law advances 


* While an attempt was made by the victorious powers after World War I to 
bring to trial certain German “war criminals,” including Kaiser Wilhelm, these so- 
called Leipzig Trials were a failure. 
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simply by the expansion of jurisdiction. The ambiguity of the problem 
was demonstrated during the Nuremberg War Crimes Trials in 1945. 

The Nuremberg Tribunal was set up by the victorious powers—the 
United States, the Soviet Union, Britain, and France—to try the major 
leaders of the Nazi government. The indictment against them was three- 
fold: (a) crimes against peace (i.e., planning, preparing, initiating, or 
waging aggressive war or taking part in a common plan to do so); (b) war 
crimes (i.¢., violations of the rules of war); (c) crimes against humanity 
(crimes against civilians before or during the war). On the basis of 
one or more of these counts, a number of the leading Nazis were either 
executed or given prison sentences, while others were acquitted. How- 
ever several questions have been raised as to the legality of the Nurem- 
berg trials. For example, since international law had never before applied 
to individuals, was not the Nuremberg judgment ex post facto? Some 
observers felt that the Nuremberg trials set a dangerous precedent. In 
a future war, would it not be possible—on the basis of the Nuremberg 
judgment—for the victor nation to bring to trial the statesmen of the 
defeated country? To take the point ad absurdum, if in a war between 
the United States and the Soviet Union the latter should be victorious, 
might not the victor try an American president as a “warmonger and 
imperialist aggressor’? Hence, it is difficult to assert with finality that 
the subjecthood of individuals under international law has necessarily 
served the cause of world order. And even if this were so beyond a doubt, 
it must be remembered that, before international law was able to hold 
individuals criminally liable, it first had to destroy the sovereignty of the 
nation of which they were members. 

The dubiousness of the Nuremberg precedent prompted the General 
Assembly of the United Nations to direct its International Law Com- 
mission to formulate the principles of international law established at 
Nuremberg. The Commission in its findings approved the principle of 
individual responsibility and denied the immunity of high government 
officials who committed crimes in the name of obedience to orders. But 
the Commission was also convinced that the ad hoc character of the 
Nuremberg trials pointed up the necessity for a Criminal Chamber of the 
International Court of Justice. However, owing to disagreement among 
the major powers, an international criminal code does not yet exist. 
From the above example one may draw the possible conclusion that 
“progress” in international law is perhaps better served through the 
development of its “protective” rather than its “punitive” aspects. 

If international law still applies largely to states, it is also primarily 
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interpreted by states. Self-judgment as the logical adjunct of sovereignty 
still dominates the scene. Only minor incursions have been made into 
the principle of “domestic jurisdiction.” The only international body 
with military enforcement power is the United Nations Security Council, 
and its power is severely curtailed through the veto of the Big Five. 
The rule of self-judgment also applies in questions of revision and repeal 
of international law. For example, the Western powers took the position 
that the Potsdam Agreement could only be revised with the unanimous 
consent of the signatories. They invoked the principle of pacta sunt 
servanda—‘“pacts must be observed.” The Soviet Union, on the other 
hand, desirous of evicting the Western powers from Berlin, invoked 
the opposing principle of rebus sic stantibus—‘“matters have changed.” 
Quite clearly, such an explosive political issue cannot be settled by 
judicial means, but can only yield to the processes of diplomacy. 

In view of the tremendous obstacles in the path of international law, 
it is remarkable that in certain limited areas a respectable body of sub- 
stantive law has in fact crystallized. International law has come to 
serve a useful function in the demarcation of boundaries among states: 
the acquisition of a “no man’s land” and the regulation of minor ter- 
ritorial disputes fall in this category. Even in this area, however, great 
difficulties may arise. It has been impossible, for example, to agree upon a 
uniform definition of territorial waters. Similarly, each state still claims 
sovereignty over its airspace. International law also defines the privileges 
and immunities of ambassadors, of heads of state, and of their immediate 
entourage. Certain rules have developed on the basis of reciprocity under 
customary international law. Ambassadors, for example, may not be taxed 
and may only be sued with their own consent. High-ranking United 
Nations officials also enjoy “diplomatic immunity.” Finally, the right of 
political asylum for refugees has long been sanctioned by customary 
international law. 

The law of nations also facilitates normal and peaceful relations 
among nations. Numerous claims by one state against another have been 
settled through “good offices,” mediation and arbitration tribunals, and 
judicial decisions. A useful body of law also exists for the purpose of 
regulating strained and hostile international relations. For example, 
under the Drago Doctrine of 1902, international law holds that the 
forcible collection of debts through blockade is illegal. An attempt has 
also been made to determine the rights and duties of neutrals in times 
of war. Of course, the fiercer and more “total” war has become, the more 
difficult it has been to define these rights and duties. 
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Finally, international law has attempted to come to grips with war 
itself. Two approaches have dominated international legal thinking. 
The first has been a modern version of the assumption that first guided 
Hugo Grotius: that war cannot be eliminated by legal means, but that 
its worst horrors may be somewhat mitigated through the development 
of laws governing its conduct. An impressive body of laws aimed at this 
end today exists. To name but a few: the Geneva Protocol of 1925 on the 
Prohibition of Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare and Poison Gas; 
the Geneva Convention of 1929 on the Treatment of Sick and Wounded; 
the Washington Pact of 1935 for the Protection of Museums and His- 
toric Sites; the London Protocol of 1936 regulating submarine warfare; 
the Hague Convention of 1938 outlawing inhuman weapons; and the 
Geneva Convention of 1949 governing the protection of civilian popu- 
lations. ‘The observance of these laws of war has varied. International 
laws proved almost completely impotent during World War II, though 
even Hitler decided against the use of poison gas for fear of retaliation 
in kind. The laws of war have been observed far more scrupulously in 
the nuclear age. For example, owing to the fear of an atomic holocaust 
both sides decided to keep the Korean conflict limited and demonstrated 
a considerable respect for the laws of war. 

The second attempt by international law to deal with war has been 
its legal prohibition. In 1928, in the Kellogg-Briand Pact, most states 
of the world “renounced war as an instrument of national policy.” 
But no sanctions were included in the Pact against a possible aggressor. 
During the entire lifetime of the League of Nations, international 
lawyers grappled with the intricate problems of defining “aggression” 
and of deciding what constituted a “just,” that is, “defensive” war. 
It was impossible to reach agreement and in the end the League of 
Nations Covenant in fact left certain loopholes for legal resort to war. 
Similarly, the United Nations Charter, while expressly outlawing war, 
permits the creation of regional arrangements for the purpose of collec- 
tive self-defense. Hence, since the United Nations has also failed in 
defining “aggression,” war may be legal even today. 

The record demonstrates that of the two approaches, the former is 
more realistic. The elimination of war is clearly not a legal problem, but 
the most brutal effects of modern warfare may perhaps be somewhat 
softened through the further development of a body of laws governing 
its conduct. Perhaps not surprisingly, as the horrors of war in our time 
have increased there has also occurred a revival of concern and respect 
for laws concerning the waging of war. 
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On the whole, we must admit that the contribution of international 
law to the building of political order has been modest. In the first place, 
most international disputes simply do not lend themselves to a judicial 
approach since they are much too deeply involved in questions of power 
and prestige. Hence international law, unlike domestic law, suffers from 
a paucity of cases and cannot easily grow into a codified system. A 
second obstacle is the stubborn fact that the very states that are to be 
governed by international law are the sovereign masters of that law, 
rather than its servants. In other words, international law suffers from 
the lack of a centralized enforcement agency. These truths have raised 
the question of whether there is such a thing as international law at all. 
The record shows that the answer is definitely in the affirmative, yet it 
also shows that the main usefulness of international law is in technical 
and fairly noncontroversial matters. In these areas, it has crystallized 
into a respectable body of international rules and regulations which 
are invaluable aids in the normal day-to-day conduct of international 
relations. 

As a general rule, the “legal approach” to political order-building has 
been most effective among those nations that are held together by a 
sense of political community. But law has not been able to produce this 
community. Rather, its existence has seemed to depend on the prior 
existence of a cultural and political community. Where there is no such 
community—as in the relations between the two super-powers—the 
“political approach” of diplomacy is likely to yield more fruitful results 
than the judicial. Indeed, the true relation between diplomacy and in- 
ternational law has not been one in which the latter has displaced 
the former, but one in which more successful diplomacy has resulted in 
more ungrudging consent to better laws. 

The most ambitious example of the “legal” approach to political order 
in our time is the International Court of Justice. We shall now explore 
the question of whether this institution accurately reflects the role of 
international law in general. 


The International Court of Justice 


The International Court of Justice, better known as the World Court, 
came into existence in 1945 as part of the United Nations system. 
Actually, the Court was a reincarnation rather than a birth. It was the 
successor to the Permanent Court of International Justice of the League 
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of Nations. The old World Court had been one of the more successful 
institutions of the League. In the eighteen years of its activity, it had 
rendered thirty-two judgments and had handed down twenty-seven ad- 
visory opinions. The new World Court broke the continuity as little as 
possible. It established itself at the Hague and the statute governing its 
activities became virtually a carbon copy of its predecessor. 

The fifteen Justices of the Court are elected for nine-year terms by 
a majority of votes in the General Assembly and the Security Council. 
The veto power of the Big Five does not apply. The Statute of the Court 
provides that the Justices be chosen “from among persons of high moral 
character who possess . . . recognized competence in international law.” 
They should also represent “the main forms of civilization and the 
principal legal systems of the world.” Hence, individuals rather than 
states are to be elected to the Court. This proviso, it was hoped, would 
increase the Court’s impartiality. It was also assumed that the fifteen 
Justices would represent a wide geographic distribution and that no two 
members of the Court would be of the same nationality. ‘These clauses 
were inserted owing to the conviction of the founders that the impar- 
tality of the Court would have to be safeguarded as much as possible. 
They realized that the judicial value of the Court as an international 
tribunal might be totally defeated if the Justices were to be swayed by 
national loyalties or the political interests of particular states. On the 
other hand, the founders had to make their peace with the fact that 
judges, like other human beings, were nationals of a particular country, 
and that the Court might have to deal with explosive political issues on 
which national sentiment would run high and on which Olympian dis- 
passionateness would be hard to achieve. One important concession 
was made in this direction in the Statute. If a case were to come before 
the Court and there was no judge of the nationality of one of the parties 
among the permanent Justices, that party would have the right to choose 
an additional ad hoc judge of its own or any other nationality. This right 
has been exercised invariably. The Court was thus an expression not only 
of the hope that the Justices would rise above all national allegiance and 
serve only the law, but also of the realization that this high level of 
detachment might not always actually prove possible. 

The record of the World Court, while modest, indicates the nature 
of the relationship between political order-building and the rule of law. 
The Court has been involved in four different types of cases: it has 
dealt with both the East-West and the colonial-anticolonial conflicts; 
it has passed on disputes within the Western Hemisphere; and it has 
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been called upon to interpret the legal competence of the United 
Nations. A closer look at some significant cases from each of these four 
areas will shed further light on the role of the Court. 

The World Court’s cause célébre was the Corfu Channel case, in- 
volving two countries separated by the Iron-Curtain—Albania and 
Great Britain. This was the only contentious East-West case ever to 
come before the Court. In October 1946 two British warships were sunk 
by mines as they passed through the Corfu Channel in the territorial 
waters of Albania. Forty-four British sailors were killed and the British 
government brought the matter before the Security Council, where a 
resolution that held Albania responsible for the tragedy was vetoed by 
the Soviet Union. Subsequently, the question of responsibility was 
referred by both parties to the International Court of Justice. Since there 
was no Albanian Judge on the Court, a Czechoslovak Justice—Judge 
Ecer—was appointed to the Court, which now comprised sixteen mem- 
bers. The British contention was that the Albanian government had 
laid the mines or must have known about them, that it was therefore 
guilty of criminal negligence, and that it should therefore be held 
responsible. Albania claimed that the British ships had violated her 
sovereignty and that her action was a justifiable act of self-defense. The 
Court, in an eleven to five opinion, held in favor of the British conten- 
tion. As a result of this opinion, the British government requested that 
the Court also fix the amount of damages to be paid by Albania. 
Although the Albanians claimed that the Court had no jurisdiction over 
this part of the case, the Court held that the decision of the two parties 
to submit the dispute gave it the right to fix the damages as well. In 
a ten to six opinion, the Court held that the Albanian government 
must have known of the existence of the mines and should therefore 
pay compensation to Great Britain. The amount of the damages was 
fixed at $2,400,000. The six dissenting Justices contended that it had 
not been proved that the Albanian government knew of the mines and 
that Albania could therefore not be held liable. The dissenting Justices 
represented Egypt, Brazil, the Soviet Union, Poland, Yugoslavia, and 
Czechoslovakia. Albania refused to honor the decision of the Court, 
despite the fact that the majority opinion had been based on numerous 
reports by experts who had visited the localities adjacent to the scene 
of the incident. In thus declining to pay the amount awarded, Albania 
has become the first state in history to “refuse in principle to comply 
with the decision of the Court in a contentious proceeding to which it 
was a party.”* Neither the Court nor the British government has been 
able to enforce the decision. 
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A second problem involving the East-West struggle reached the 
Court in November 1947 when the General Assembly requested an 
advisory opinion on the controversial question of the admission of 
new members to the United Nations. The Court was asked to pass on 
the question of whether a member state could make its consenting 
vote subject “to the additional condition that other states be admitted.” 
The General Assembly’s request for an advisory opinion on this matter 
grew out of the Soviet Union’s proposal of a membership “package 
deal.” This was rejected by the United States, which held that each 
application should be considered on its individual merits. The Court, 
in a nine to six opinion, upheld the American view and declared that 
Article IV of the Charter, stating that admission was to be open to all 
“peace-loving” states, was to govern admissions procedure rather than 
extraneous political considerations. The minority, which included not 
only the Soviet, Polish, and Yugoslav Justices, but also the French, 
British, and Canadian members of the Court, contended that the 
question of membership was essentially a political one and that political 
considerations were therefore admissible. ‘Though the decision itself 
was superseded through a membership “package deal” in 1955, the 
fact that it witnessed three Western Justices voting with the anti-West- 
em minority has made it of more than passing interest. What was 
significant was not the “rightness” or “wrongness” of the opinion of 
these three Western Justices but the simple fact that what they con- 
sidered to be an objective appraisal of the case led them to an opinion 
that contravened that of their national governments at the time. 

The only colonial issue to reach the Court to date has concerned the 
disposition of Southwest Africa, which had been a mandate under the 
League of Nations. The Court has been concerned with various aspects 
of this problem intermittently since 1950. In that year the General 
Assembly requested an advisory opinion on whether or not the former 
mandate could be administered as an integral part of South Africa. The 
issue aroused much interest because of South Africa’s adamant refusal 
to place the territory under any form of international supervision. ‘The 
Court, in a unanimous opinion, declared that “the United Nations 
[was] entitled to exercise supervisory functions over the administration 
of the mandate, and [that] the Union acting alone [was] not competent 
to modify the international status of the territory.”* Specifically, the 
Court stated that the Union Government was under the obligation to 
submit periodic reports on the status of Southwest Africa to the United 
Nations. In a later case, in 1956, the Court upheld the legality of oral 
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reports to the UN from the contested territory. Although the Court 
was still dealing with aspects of this problem in the middle 1960’s, the 
Union Government has paid no attention and has continued to claim 
that the matter of Southwest Africa was entirely within South Africa’s 
domestic jurisdiction. Like the Corfu Channel judgment, the Court’s 
statements on Southwest Africa went largely unheeded. 

While the Court’s role in the settlement of disputes involving the 
two great political struggles has been minimal, it has played a significant 
part in intra-regional controversies, especially within the Western 
Hemisphere. Here the Court has made an important contribution to 
political order-building. Some of these cases have been fairly technical, 
as for example the question of fishing rights of Britain off the Norwegian 
coast. Others have had greater political import. One of the most typical 
of these cases to reach the Court was a boundary dispute between Hon- 
duras and Nicaragua. In November 1960 the Court ruled that Nicaragua 
was obligated to give effect to a 1906 arbitration award settling her 
boundary with Honduras. This award had been made by King Alfonso 
XIII of Spain, who had established a boundary line that would cause 
the transfer to Honduras of frontier regions claimed by Nicaragua. In 
1912 Nicaragua had challenged the award, and repeated attempts to settle 
the issue had failed. Finally, in 1957, the Organization of American 
States brought about an agreement between the two countries to submit 
the case to the World Court. The Court supported the 1906 award 
by a vote of fourteen to one. The dissenting vote was cast by a Colom- 
bian Justice who had been designated by Nicaragua as ad hoc judge for 
the case. The dissenting opinion held that the 1906 arbitration award 
was invalid because of errors made by the arbitrator. The permanent 
judges, however, ruled in favor of Honduras and declared that the King 
of Spain had been a proper arbitrator under the terms of an 1894 treaty 
between Nicaragua and Honduras and that Nicaragua had accepted the 
King’s decision at the time. Nicaragua complied with the decision. 

The broader significance of this case was the fact that Justices from 
both sides of the Iron Curtain ruled in effect that once a valid arbitration 
award is made in an international dispute, it becomes effective and 
remains so despite any lapse of time in its implementation. The judg- 
ment displayed a broad support for the principle of arbitration and laid 
the groundwork for the future settlement of similar international dis- 
putes. 

Perhaps the most important contribution of the World Court to 
international order-building has been the strengthening of the United 
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Nations as a juridical and political entity. When Count Folke Berna- 
dotte, the United Nations mediator in Palestine, was assassinated by a 
Jewish terrorist group, the United Nations requested an advisory opin- 
ion on the question of whether the world organization was entitled 
to bring a claim against a state for damages caused to the United Nations 
by injuries suffered by one of its representatives while acting on its 
behalf. The Court, in an eleven to four opinion, held that the United 
Nations was entitled to claim such reparation. The majority, in a far- 
reaching opinion, stated that 


Fifty states, representing the vast majority of the members of the inter- 
national community, had the power, in conformity with international law 
to bring into being an entity possessing objective international personality, 
not merely personality recognized by them alone, together with capacity to 
bring international claims.® 


Thus, the United Nations was granted a “personality” by the Court, a 
kind of sovereignty all its own which the majority saw implied in the 
Charter: 


Under international law, the Organization must be deemed to have those 
powers which, though not expressly provided in the Charter, are conferred 
upon it by necessary implication as being essential to the performance of 
its duties.® 


The four dissenting Justices—Egyptian, Polish, Russian, and American 
—held that this “implied powers clause” was not inherent in the Char- 
ter. On the strength of this advisory opinion, the United Nations claimed 
reparations from Israel for the death of Count Bernadotte and injuries 
to other United Nations personnel in the pursuit of their duties. The 
government of Israel has honored these claims. Thus, the Court helped 
to endow the United Nations with an international legal personality 
entitled to protect its officials by bestowing upon them the legal status 
of world civil servants. 

In July 1962 the Court once again interpreted the United Nations 
Charter in a very important advisory opinion. In response to a request 
by the General Assembly, the Court declared, by a vote of nine to five, 
that the expenses of the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) and 
the United Nations Congo Force (ONUC) constituted expenses of the 
United Nations within the meaning of Article 17, paragraph 2 of the 
Charter, which declares that “the expenses of the Organization shall 
be borne by the members as apportioned by the General Assembly.”? 

By this opinion, the Court confirmed the General Assembly’s authority 
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to impose legally binding assessments on the member states. In effect, 
a two-thirds majority could now bind the entire membership, including 
those states that voted against. In that sense, the opinion signified a 
tentative step toward the principle of international taxation by the 
world community and lent support to the principle of majority rule in 
international relations. It also gave the Assembly and the Security Coun- 
cil free rein to establish peace forces of the UNEF or ONUC type and 
to provide for their financing, thus underwriting the late Secretary- 
General Dag Hammarskjéld’s conception of the UN as a “dynamic 
instrument” capable of executive action, in contrast to the notion of 
the UN as a mere “static conference machinery.” 

Despite the far-reaching implications of the opinion, its practical 
effects on the UN treasury were not too significant. The two great 
powers that had refused for reasons of political opposition to pay for 
UNEF or ONUC—the Soviet Union and France—continued to with- 
hold payment. But thirty-one smaller states that had been in arrears 
for reasons of alleged financial hardship, decided to clear their accounts.® 

Any analysis of the World Court must be tempered with caution, for 
the number of cases that have been brought before it have thus far 
been few—fewer, indeed, than the number earlier submitted to the 
League of Nations Court. Moreover, it is difficult to determine the 
Court’s role as an impartial arbiter in political disputes. It is true that 
in both East-West cases, the Justices from the Soviet bloc voted with the 
minority, but this fact alone is inconclusive evidence. It may be explained 
by political considerations but it may also be attributable to the fact 
that the Justices have been trained in different legal systems and rooted 
in different political beliefs. On the other hand, the vote of the three 
Western Justices in the membership case indicated a high degree of 
objectivity. 

An obvious and irritating problem consistently plaguing the Court 
has been that of enforcement. The World Court has no police power 
by which it can actually implement its decisions against recalcitrant 
parties to a dispute. When Albania refused to abide by its decision and 
the Union of South Africa paid no attention to its advisory opinion, the 
Court was helpless. The Albanian fiasco even raised the question of 
whether it might not have been better for the Court to stay out of a 
dispute in which it would be unable to enforce a decision. Some ob- 
servers have argued that in this instance the Court had “frozen” a 
quarrel rather than resolved it and that it might have been wiser to 
leave the matter to the political processes of diplomatic negotiations. 
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But in numerous intra-regional cases as well as in the United Nations 
“personality” case, the Court was successful even without the power 
of enforcement. These facts lend support to the thesis that the World 
Court’s role as a builder of global law has been limited, but that it has 
strengthened and solidified legal bonds in regions held together by 
common political and social values. The World Court by itself will 
probably contribute little to global order-building since its success seems 
to be predicated on the prior existence of such an order. 

The most serious problem of the Court has not been how to enforce 
its decisions but, rather, how to encourage nations to avail themselves 
of its services. In Article 36 of the Statute (the so-called “optional 
clause”) the Court has given states the opportunity to recognize “as 
compulsory, ipso facto and without special agreement, in relation to any 
other state accepting the same obligation, the jurisdiction of the Court 
in all legal disputes.” Thirty-eight states have signed this “optional 
clause” and it would therefore seem that any legal disputes concerning 
any one of them would automatically fall under the Court’s jurisdiction. 
This, however, has not been the case, because most states have found 
it necessary to qualify their adherence to the “optional clause” through 
numerous reservations. These reservations have done much to choke 
off the Court’s jurisdiction, since in most cases states have tended to 
define almost everything as remaining “within their own domestic juris- 
diction.” ‘To make matters worse, some states have reserved the right 
to decide unilaterally which matters were to be within their domestic 
jurisdiction. The United States has itself taken this attitude. It has 
exempted from the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court any “disputes 
with regard to matters which are essentially within the domestic juris- 
diction of the United States of America as determined by the United 
States of America.” Many observers interested in strengthening the 
Court have pointed out that a beginning could be made if nations with- 
drew their reservations of unilateral competence to determine which 
matters were to fall within their domestic jurisdiction. In the words of 
the Commission to Study the Organization of Peace: 

There is a widespread recognition, reflected in President Eisenhower’s 1959 
State of the Union message, that the United States has set a bad example 
for other states in qualifying its ratification of the optional clause so severely 
as to make that ratification virtually meaningless. No amount of exhortation 
by American leaders in favor of promoting the tule of law in international 
affairs would be so effective as the simple act of transforming United States 


ratification of the optional clause into a genuine acceptance of the Court’s 
compulsory jurisdiction in legal disputes. Such an act might stimulate wide- 
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spread alteration of attitudes toward the International Court of Justice and 
pave the way for the full realization of the Court’s potential as an instru- 
ment for the settlement of disputes and the clarification and development 
of international law. The Court has a limited but vitally important role to 
play in the evolution of world order, and it is essential that its opportunities 
for service through both decisions and advisory opinions be expanded.° 


The plight of the International Court of Justice is a fairly accurate 
reflection of the plight of international law in general. The great issues 
of international relations—the East-West and the colonial-anticolonial 
struggles—have remained largely outside its purview. The reason for this 
is that matters of national prestige and power status have been so much 
involved that nations have been unwilling to submit such disputes to 
judicial settlement. Even if states were more inclined to submit disputes 
to the Court, the problem of enforcement in an anarchic world would 
still remain. Hitler could not be stopped by a court decision. On the 
other hand, the World Court has made a vital contribution to order- 
building in technical and fairly noncontroversial matters, and—in intra- 
regional disputes—even in some important political questions. Perhaps 
most important, it has become the constitutional arbiter of the United 
Nations Charter. 
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¥%- The United 
Nations System and 
Political Order 


Out of this nettle, danger, we pluck this 
flower, safety. 


SHAKESPEARE 
Henry IV, I, 3 


The Idea of the United Nations 


The United Nations is the most ambitious order-building experiment 
in history. In one very fundamental sense, its conception is rooted in 
the past. Its edifice was erected in times of war, during a period of 
concerted effort to defeat the Axis powers. The Organization was to 
be called into existence “to kill another Hitler in the shell ere he become 
too great.” The nations were to be “united” against a criminal outlaw. 
In that sense, the United Nations was to prevent another World War 
II, just as the League of Nations before it had been created to prevent 
another World War I. Few of the United Nations’ founders at San 
Francisco were aware of the titanic proportions of the coming East- 
West struggle. ‘The rock on which the United Nations was to stand was 
to be the unity of the Great Powers, who would assume among them 
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the major responsibility for peace and order. The United Nations was 
ill-equipped to deal with a world in which this unity would no longer 
exist and ill-prepared to answer the vital question: “Who will control 
the controllers if they should fight among each other?” In that sense, 
the thinking of its founders was oriented backward in time rather than 
forward. ‘The future was mobilized once more to slay the dragons of the 
past. 

But in another, equally fundamental sense, the conception of the 
United Nations was broad and forward-looking. The new world organ- 
ization was to be created “to save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war.” But how to accomplish this end when so little was 
known about the causes of war and the roads to peace? The answer, 
which found its expression in the structure of the United Nations, was 
at once simple and sophisticated. It was simple in its failure to anticipate 
some of the major causes of subsequent international conflict. But it 
was sophisticated in the various new trails it blazed in the pursuit of 
peace. 

To enable it to work toward its goal, the United Nations was equipped 
with six major organs. The ambitious task of achieving collective security 
was assigned to the Security Council. Based on the assumption that 
peace was indivisible and that the Big Five—the United States, the 
Soviet Union, Britain, France, and China—could reach unanimity, the 
Security Council was to be the great international guardian of peace. 
If challenged by an aggressor, it would confront him with an incontro- 
vertible law based on the irresistible force of the world community. 

If the Security Council was thus to find the road to peace through 
military security, a second major United Nations organ, the General 
Assembly, was to utilize the time-honored technique of talking things 
out. It was to function as the world’s forum, a Parliment of Man in 
embryo, a meeting-place in which all member nations were to confer 
on the basis of sovereign equality. The General Assembly’s underlying 
assumption was that the rational (and sometimes irrational) airing of 
disputes among nations could contribute importantly to the pacific 
settlement of those disputes as well as to peaceful changes in the system 
of international relations itself. 

A third principal organ, the Economic and Social Council, was created 
in the belief that a great deal of international strife was rooted in poverty 
and misery and that, therefore, the United Nations should do its utmost 
to help raise standards of living and improve economic conditions 
throughout the world. Since the founders of the United Nations saw 
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colonialism as another frequent source of war, they felt it necessary also 
to employ the new world organization to mitigate the anger of dependent 
peoples against their colonial masters. Hence, to devise a technique 
whereby independence could be gained with as little bloodshed as 
possible, they provided a fourth major organ, the Trusteeship Council. 
The theory behind this latter institution was that if the colonies could 
be viewed as responsibilities to be shouldered, rather than real estate 
to be owned and exploited, the colonial nations might prove more 
amenable to the liquidation of their empires, with the result that violent 
eruptions of the struggle over colonialism might be avoided. Yet an- 
other cause of war was believed by the founders of the United Nations 
to lie in the absence of common legal standards among nations. For 
this reason they included within the United Nations framework the 
World Court, which we have analyzed earlier (see Chapter 9). The 
purpose of the World Court was to pass on judiciable disputes and, by 
building on precedent, to lead in the creation of a uniform international 
legal system. Finally, the founders of the United Nations were convinced 
that the maintenance of peace required a nucleus of statesmen whose 
loyalty was first and foremost not to any particular nation but to the 
entire international community. ‘To head such international executives, 
they established a sixth major organ of the United Nations, the Office 
of the Secretary-General. 

The United Nations was thus designed to attack the problem of 
war on six principal fronts, each the responsibility of one of its major 
organs. In addition, the struggle for international peace and stability 
was also to be waged in a number of more peripheral ways. These 
became the province of the so-called “specialized agencies.” Like the 
United Nations’ main organs, these specialized agencies were designed 
to serve their own particular tasks, and all of them shared the same 
theoretical assumption. They were based on the premise that sovereignty 
—the behavior of nations as though they were a law unto themselves 
—vastly increases the danger of war. Whereas the major organs, however, 
were to attempt to persuade the nations to give up portions of their 
sovereignty, the specialized agencies were intended to proceed more 
indirectly. ‘Their purpose was to engage the nations in enterprises of 
common interests and thus to bring them actively together in spite of 
their sovereignty. The reasoning behind this method was that if the 
United Nations could induce nations to cooperate in economic, social, 
and cultural activities, giving up some of their sovereignty in these 
relatively noncontroversial areas, habits of collaboration and a fabric 
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of cohesion would develop that gradually might be transferred to mat- 
ters of more vital political significance. It was hoped that the nations 
would then yield some of their sovereignty because it had become 
superfluous. This indirect approach to peace of the specialized agencies, 
working toward international cooperation and compromise in regard 
to specific matters of common interest, was the technique of func- 
tionalism.? 

The specialized agencies that were absorbed into the United Nations 
system can be divided roughly into two groups. The first group, whose 
major purpose was to broaden and facilitate communication among 
nations, included the Universal Postal Union (UPU), the International 
Telecommunication Union (ITU), the International Civil Aviation 
Organization (ICAO), the World Meteorological Organization 
(WMO) and the Inter-Governmental Maritime Consultative Organiza- 
tion (IMCO). Some of these, like UPU and ITU, antedated the 
creation of the United Nations by several decades. Others, like IMCO, 
did not come into existence until years after the ratification of the 
Charter. But all were made part of the United Nations system and all 
were based on the premise that good “housekeeping” and good com- 
munications among nations might decrease the dangers of war. 

It is less easy to generalize about the specialized agencies in the second 
group. For lack of a better term they may be called the “welfare” 
agencies, in the sense that each was intended to improve world economic, 
social, and cultural conditions and thus build defenses for the peace. ‘The 
oldest of these, the International Labor Organization (ILO), was to 
better conditions of labor throughout the world on the assumption that 
the equalization of labor standards was a necessary condition of peace. 
The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) hoped to raise nutri- 
tional levels and improve agricultural technology. The International 
Refugee Organization (IRO), conceived as a temporary agency, was to 
find resettlement opportunities for the uprooted and homeless of the 
world. It was based on the assumption that nations could make a com- 
mon effort to salvage refugees from intolerance and thus learn to yield 
part of their sovereignty in this common enterprise. The World Health 
Organization (WHO) was based on the premise that ill health and 
epidemics might be precursors of war. Hence, the objective of this agency 
was to be the attainment by all peoples of the highest possible level of 
health. The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organ- 
ization (UNESCO) was established by the framers of the United 
Nations because they believed that nations’ ignorance of one another’s 
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ways and lives was a common cause of distrust leading to war. Hence 
UNESCO was to advance understanding among nations through re- 
search and the exchange of scholars and scientists. The International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), or World Bank, 
was to bind up the wounds of war through loans for the reconstruction 
of devastated areas and to better the chances of peace by granting loans 
for the development of resources in lesser-developed countries. The In- 
ternational Development Association (IDA), an affiliate of the World 
Bank, was formed to provide long-term loans at low interest rates to 
underdeveloped countries that could not obtain World Bank loans. ‘The 
International Finance Corporation (IFC), another affiliate of the Bank, 
was to promote the growth of productive private enterprise in the de- 
veloping countries. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) was to aid 
peace through the promotion of exchange stability and the use of a fund 
to support weak currencies. Finally, the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA), an autonomous member of the United Nations family, 
was to consecrate the energy of the atom to the cause of peace. 

The idea of the United Nations evolved at San Francisco was thus a 
multidimensional one. But though it was much more ambitious in its 
conception than the comparable post-World War I project of the League 
of Nations, it did not attempt the impossible. The UN founders were 
quite aware that the members of the world organization about to be 
born were not ready for anything like a world government. They knew 
that as yet, at least, the only world government that could hold together 
the heterogeneous population of the earth would have to be one based 
on force. And this would hardly be an improvement over what already 
was. 

In not attempting the impossible, the founders of the UN were realists. 
But in seeking to go to the very limits of the possible, they were also 
visionaries. And necessarily so, for the idea of the United Nations had to 
take into account the full import of the cruel paradox that, in the nuclear 
age, the national sovereignty of nations would have to be controlled by 
an international order, but that this international order would have to 
be created and even controlled by sovereign nations. The plan therefore 
had to combine the dictates of national power with those of international 
order. We shall now see how the United Nations as a working reality 
has measured up to the original conception. 
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The United Nations: A Balance Sheet 


THE SECURITY COUNCIL AND COLLECTIVE SECURITY 


The complexity of the United Nations system makes analysis a formid- 
able task. It makes little sense to evaluate the world organization as a 
whole. Each organ has its distinctive goals and tools and has established 
its own unique record. In order to do justice to the United Nations 
family, each of its members must be considered separately. We shall 
begin with the organ that the framers of the Charter conceived as the 
hub of the Organization—the Security Council. 

The Security Council was given extensive powers to keep the peace. It 
was to consist of eleven members, of which five—the United States, the 
Soviet Union, Great Britain, France, and China—were to be permanent. 
Six nonpermanent members were to be elected by the General Assembly 
for two-year terms. The Charter empowered the Security Council to 
recommend means of peaceful settlement of disputes; if a nation com- 
mitted an act of aggression, the Council would have the power to apply 
sanctions against the aggressor. These might range from the severance of 
diplomatic relations to the taking of collective military measures. With 
a view to the latter, there was also contemplated a Military Staff which 
would be permanently available to the Security Council. 

It thus seemed that the principle of collective security, embodied in the 
Security Council, had at last acquired teeth. Since the Big Five were to 
dominate the Council, no aggressor would be able to challenge such an 
overwhelming agglomeration of power. Yet the Big Five, fully conscious 
of their preponderant power and their primary responsibility in keeping 
the peace, demanded proportionate privileges. They not only insisted on 
their permanent status on the Council, but also demanded that if a 
Council decision concerned a matter of substance and not a mere ques- 
tion of procedure, the majority would have to include all five of the 
permanent members. This was the origin of the much discussed “veto 
power,” by which each of the five Great Powers could prevent the Se- 
curity Council from taking action. This veto power deserves careful 
analysis. 

The exact wording of Article 27 of the Charter, which gives the right 
of veto, is as follows: 

1. Each member of the Security Council shall have one vote. 

2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters shall be 

made by an affirmative vote of seven members. 
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3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be made 
by an affirmative vote of seven members including the concurring 
votes of the permanent members; provided that in decisions under 
Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of Article 52, a party to a 
dispute shall abstain from voting. 


The principal questions to which the veto power was to apply were the 
admission of new members to the United Nations, enforcement actions 
to meet a threat to the peace, proposals for the peaceful settlement of 
disputes, amendments to the Charter, and the election of a Secretary- 
General. 

Three of the Great Powers at San Francisco—the United States, the 
Soviet Union, and Great Britain—insisted on the right of veto. None of 
them would have acceded to the United Nations without that night. 
China and France at first took a more flexible position, but the rigid 
stand of the Big Three soon resulted in their equally firm insistence on 
the veto rule. As a further safeguard of their sovereignty, moreover, the 
Great Powers insisted that the decision as to whether a vote was to be 
substantive or procedural was itself a substantive question and hence 
subject to the veto. This meant that in theory at least, anything was 
vetoable that a Great Power might choose to veto. Needless to say, this 
possibility of the use of the veto being expanded to apply to any matter 
at all did not augur well for the effective functioning of the Security 
Council. It thus seemed that from the very beginning the Great Powers’ 
uncompromising insistence on their sovereignty, combined with the in- 
tensification of the East-West struggle, might well turn the Security 
Council into a moribund agency. 

It has almost become a cliché to assert that the Security Council has 
been paralyzed through the Soviet Union’s abuse of the veto power. 
While there is some validity to this charge, the truth is far more complex. 
It is true that the Soviet Union has been responsible for approximately 
go per cent of the total number of vetoes cast. Its one-hundred third 
veto was cast in December 1964. But the figures themselves do not sufh- 
ciently explain the picture. In the first place, the Soviet Union has not 
had a monopoly of negative votes. The negative votes of the other Great 
Powers were usually not classed as vetoes because others of the Big Five 
—as well as some nonpermanent members—voted the same way. As 
Norman J. Padelford has pointed out: 


It is clear from the record that when the Soviet Union finds its vital interests 
at stake there are now no other great powers generally inclined to stand 
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with it. Therefore the negative vote of the Soviet delegate usually becomes 
a sole veto, accompanied ordinarily only by the vote of whatever satellite 
holds a non-permanent seat on the Council. When other great powers, par- 
ticularly the United States and Great Britain, find their national interests at 
issue they can usually persuade other permanent members to go along with 
them either in casting a multiple negative vote sufficient to stop a proposal 
without the stigma of exercising a sole veto (or neat-sole veto), or to join 
in introducing and passing a resolution more suitable to their desires. 


Second, the Western powers on the Security Council have been able to 
make the Soviet Union appear even more obstructionist by forcing votes 
on issues that they knew would elicit a Soviet veto. Thus over half of the 
Soviet vetoes were cast against the admission of Western and Western- 
oriented nations to the United Nations. Italy’s application, for example, 
was vetoed six times before that nation was finally admitted as part of a 
“package deal” in December 1955, as a result of which sixteen new mem- 
bers were permitted to join the United Nations. Finally, the Soviet 
Union has declared that it has been forced to use the veto extensively 
because of the composition of the Security Council. In the words of 
Premier Khrushchev in 1958: 


It is common knowledge that the majority in the Security Council is com- 
posed of the votes of countries dependent, in one way or another, primarily 
economically, on the U.S.A. Thus, the Security Council in its present com- 
position can not be regarded as an impartial arbiter, and that is why it has 
of late ceased to play the important role in the maintenance of international 
peace and security which devolved upon it by virtue of the United Nations 
Charter.® 


It is true that when Khrushchev made the above statement, there was no 
member of the Security Council upon whose support the Soviet Union 
could count. The Soviet Union was the only Communist state with a 
vote in the Security Council. Eight votes were controlled by military allies 
of the United States in NATO and SEATO. Two members—Iraq and 
Sweden—were neutralists in the East-West struggle. In the following 
year, Sweden was replaced by Italy, a member of NATO, and Iraq by 
Tunisia. Thus, in 1959, the composition of the Security Council began 
to resemble that of a Western military alliance. A good illustration of a 
typical case is provided by the U-2 plane episode in 1960. In May of that 
year, the Soviet Union brought the case before the Security Council 
and introduced a resolution branding the flights by American planes 
over Soviet territory as “acts of aggression.” ‘Two states—the USSR and 
Poland—voted in favor of the Soviet motion; seven states—Argentina, 
China, Ecuador, France, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United 
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States voted against. The latter were all members of the Western alliance 
system. Two neutralist states—Ceylon and Tunisia—abstained. This 
pattern has not changed significantly during the 1960’s and is not likely 
to change until the Council is enlarged. 

On the whole, the Security Council has tended to narrow rather than 
expand the scope of the veto power. It established that the abstention 
of a Great Power was not tantamount to veto, and, in the Korean police 
action decision of 1950, went even further by declaring that the absence 
of a Great Power should merely be regarded as abstention but not as a 
veto in absentia. Perhaps most important, the potential threat inherent 
in the “double-veto” has not materialized. It has been used relatively 
sparingly. 

The tendency to blame the veto power—especially its excessive use 
by the Soviet Union—for the decline of the Security Council is to 
confuse the symptoms with the causes. The membership of the Security 
Council reflects the two great political struggles of our time. The Great 
Power veto has simply been a constant reminder that, in an international 
system of sovereign nation-states, no important action may be taken 
against a major power without its consent. In fact, it may be argued that 
abolition of the veto might increase the danger of war, since the majority 
might then be tempted into precipitous action against a recalcitrant 
super-power. The unanimity principle has also taught the lesson that, in 
the nuclear age, the technique of arriving at decisions by counting votes 
has not been the most fortunate one for the solution of international 
problems. The principle of voting by majority does make sense in a 
homogeneous political context, but in a world of profound schisms, 
negotiating with the opponent rather than out-voting him may be a wiser 
method of intercourse. All this is not to say that the veto has been a 
blessing. But certainly, it has not been the unmitigated evil which some 
observers have made it seem to be. Indeed, many Soviet vetoes have 
been circumvented through action in the General Assembly or through 
other means. 

The significance of the Security Council in the overall context of the 
United Nations family has gone through an interesting cycle. Briefly, 
what has occurred has been a threefold progression. First, beginning in 
the early 1950’s, the Security Council began to go into eclipse as the 
“Uniting for Peace” procedure brought an increasing number of matters 
concerning international peace and security before the General Assembly. 
Second, the Assembly in turn, beginning in the middle 1950’s, began to 
pass increasingly vaguely worded resolutions and thus invested the 
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Secretary-General with greater policy-making authority. And finally, in 
the early 1960’s, the Security Council experienced a significant revital- 
ization. The veto power provides a very important clue to this threefold 
constitutional development. A closer look at the three periods is revealing. 

The decline of the Security Council and the concomitant rise of the 
General Assembly during the first ten years of the UN’s existence are 
well-known facts, which may be documented by several data. First, the 
frequency of Security Council sessions declined sharply during the first 
decade, and the scope of the political issues it considered narrowed 
considerably. In 1948, for example, the Council held 168 meetings, 
whereas in 1955 only twenty-three were held. Eighty-one of the one 
hundred and three vetoes cast by the Soviet Union were tallied up from 
1946 to 1955. The Uniting for Peace Resolution passed in 1950 was a 
direct response of the Assembly—under strong American pressure and 
over vehement Soviet opposition—to the creeping paralysis of the Coun- 
cil. 

Its own mandate thus broadened, the Assembly, beginning in 1955, in 
turn widened that of the Secretary-General. The missions of Dag 
Hammarskjold to Peiping in 1955, in Suez in 1956, in Lebanon in 1958, 
and again in the Congo in 1961 were all based on Assembly resolutions 
that gave the Secretary-General increasing policy-making powers. Indeed, 
the abortive Soviet attempt to replace the Office of the Secretary-General 
with a veto-bound triumvirate was in essence an effort to extend the 
principle of the veto into the UN Secretariat. 

Beginning in 1960, one could observe a definite resuscitation of the 
Council. The growing membership of the Assembly made the Soviet 
Union somewhat more hesitant in its use of the veto. The USSR knew 
that if it wielded the veto on a vital matter, the Assembly would im- 
mediately step into the breach. Hence, it began to prefer to keep control 
over even undesirable operations rather than to relinquish the reins to 
an unpredictable Assembly, and now tended to abstain where it might 
have vetoed before. The paradoxical conclusion of this development is 
that the Council has been revived by—of all things—the Assembly. 

A cross-section of actual disputes brought before the Security Council 
shows a mixed record. In 1946 the Security Council urged Iran and the 
Soviet Union to settle a dispute through direct negotiations. The prod- 
ding was successful. In 1947 the Security Council successfully acted as 
midwife in the birth of Indonesia. This process lasted two years. The 
Security Council’s role in a protracted dispute between Greece and the 
Soviet Union from 1946 to 1950 was inconclusive. In the struggle between 
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India and Pakistan over Kashmir, the Security Council used the tech- 
nique of mediation but was unable to reach a permanent settlement. In 
the Palestine dispute, Security Council mediation helped produce a 
cease-fire and an armistice but no final solution. On the question of 
Berlin, the Security Council proved impotent. The Korean case was the 
Council’s only authorization of collective military sanctions. The results 
were inconclusive. (For a full discussion of the United Nations action in 
Korea, see Chapter 12.) The year 1960 saw a quickening of Security 
Council activity. Racial trouble in the Union of South Africa led to a 
mild resolution encouraging the Secretary-General to employ “quiet 
diplomacy.” A month later Argentina appealed to the Council against 
the abduction of Adolf Eichmann, a hated Nazi chieftain, by Israeli 
agents. The dispute was settled by direct negotiation. Then Cuba brought 
charges against the United States for “economic aggression,” but these 
were shunted to the Organization of American States. ‘The Soviet Union 
on two successive occasions accused the United States of aerial espionage. 
In mid-1960 the Security Council was confronted with the complex 
problems encountered by the newly independent Congo. In the early 
1960’s, while still concerned with the Congo, the Council again turned 
its attention to the problems raised by the apartheid policy of the govern- 
ment of the Union of South Africa, and also considered the posture of 
the Portuguese government in Angola. While it brought a solution for 
the Congo’s ills within reach by 1964 (see Chapters 5 and 12), it was un- 
able fundamentally to affect the attitudes of the Portuguese and South 
African governments. 

The Council’s actual record, therefore, shows both negative and 
positive features. ‘The former may perhaps best be explained by the fact 
that the Council no longer reflects the actual distribution of power in the 
world and in that sense has become an anachronism. Of its five per- 
manent members only two, the United States and the Soviet Union, have 
remained super-powers. Britain and France have both lost status and the 
Chinese delegate has represented a government in exile. Hence, many 
vital issues involving the two political struggles have been relegated to 
the General Assembly or pushed outside the United Nations. Yet, all 
things considered, what is impressive is not that the Security Council 
has accomplished so little, but that it has achieved so much. While it 
has not been able to compel a Great Power to do anything against its will 
or to take action against a small power that has the backing of a great 
one, it has at times interposed the authority of the United Nations be- 
tween the super-powers and thus managed to nip possible military clashes 
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between them in the bud. The UN Operation in the Congo, initiated by 
the Security Council and largely directed by it, was a case in point. 

The solution of the Security Council’s problems will not be found in 
better voting formulas or any other manipulation of technical gadgetry. 
It will have to be sought in the distribution of power in the Council. A 
method will have to be devised by which the composition of the Council 
can keep pace with political realities. One way of accomplishing this end 
would be the enlargement of the Council in order to reflect the growing 
membership of the United Nations as a whole. While such a step would 
necessitate an amendment to the Charter, it is in the realm of the pos- 
sible. The Council might be made a more representative body through 
the election of members from the “middle powers” who have contributed 
most substantially to the purposes of the Organization. Canada and India 
would be two obvious candidates for a more powerful role in the Council. 
At any rate, the mustering of voting strength by one bloc against another 
will not revitalize the Security Council. For example, the insistence by 
the United States in 1960 that Turkey rather than Poland should fill a 
vacancy did not help matters. Indeed, it merely lent credence to Soviet 
allegations that the Western bloc had departed from the original con- 
ception of the UN and sought to turn the Security Council into yet 
another Western alliance. In sum, therefore, it may be necessary to admit 
that the attainment of collective security will take much longer than was 
first assumed and, in the meantime, to place our hope for revitalizing the 
Security Council in a more realistic representation of the various divisions 
that actually exist in today’s world. 


THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 


The General Assembly was conceived as a world forum, a talking-shop 
in which the world’s nations were to be given the broad mandate “to 
discuss any questions or any matters within the scope of the Charter.” 
It was to be the largest although not the most important organ of the 
United Nations. Each nation, large or small, was to have one vote. ‘The 
Assembly was to have no enforcement powers but merely the authority 
to recommend courses of action. Like a national legislature, it was or- 
ganized into committees. A survey of its seven standing committees gives 
a bird’s eye view of the Assembly’s responsibilities: two Committees on 
Political and Security Questions; an Economic and Financial Committee; 
a Social, Humanitarian, and Cultural Committee; a Trusteeship Com- 
mittee; an Administrative and Budgetary Committee; and a Legal 
Committee. Thus the Assembly was given the power to discuss almost 
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anything within the purview of the Charter: the maintenance of peace 
and security; the financial contributions of member states; the raising 
of economic, social, education, and health standards; the disposition of 
former colonies; the promotion of human rights; and the development of 
international law. Much United Nations activity was to be initiated in 
the Assembly and also was to be approved by it. The Assembly was to 
be the world’s town meeting, but its bailiwick was to be a highly 
heterogeneous society of nation-states. It was to have no power of com- 
pulsion; enforcement was to be the exclusive domain of the Security 
Council. 

When, quite early in the life of the UN, it became apparent that the 
Security Council—paralyzed by the unanimity rule—was falling victim to 
the East-West struggle, the Assembly was given certain “implied powers” 
through a liberal interpretation of the Charter. In 1947 the Assembly 
voted to create an Interim Committee, or “Little Assembly,” which was 
to meet whenever circumstances might require during intervals between 
sessions of the Assembly. More important was the so-called Uniting For 
Peace Resolution adopted by the Assembly in November 1950. This 
Resolution grew out of the American conviction that the Security 
Council action to meet aggression in Korea had been made possible 
only through a fortuitous circumstance—the absence of the Soviet dele- 
gation. Hence, the United States proposed that the Assembly exercise a 
residual responsibility in any threat to the peace in case the Security 
Council was hamstrung by the veto. The Resolution contained five major 
provisions of far-reaching import: 


1. It authorized the General Assembly to meet on short notice in an 
emergency in which the Security Council was prevented from acting, 
and to recommend appropriate collective measures, including the 
use of armed force when necessary. 

2. It established a fourteen-nation Peace Observation Commission to 
observe and report on dangerous situations in any part of the world. 

3. It asked all members to maintain in their armed forces special ele- 
ments which could be made available for United Nations service 
on call of the Security Council or the General Assembly. 

4. It established a fourteen-nation Collective Measures Committee to 
study and report on these and other methods for maintaining and 
‘strengthening international peace and security. 

5. It urged all United Nations members to renew their fidelity to the 
United Nations, honor its decisions, and promote respect for human 
rights and achievement of economic stability and social progress. 
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The Resolution became the subject of heated controversy. The Soviet 
Union, holding to a narrow interpretation of the Charter, declared that 
most of its provisions were illegal. The United States, on the other hand, 
construing the Charter more broadly, declared that the provisions were 
in accordance with its spirit and that they clearly served the need of 
strengthening international peace and security. The Resolution was 
adopted by a vote of 52 to 5, with 2 abstentions. It greatly broadened the 
scope of the General Assembly which, as a result of its new mandate, was 
able to deal with several matters of security: the Communist Chinese 
military intervention in Korea, the Suez crisis of 1956, Soviet intervention 
in Hungary, the Lebanese crisis of 1958, and the Congo crisis of 1960. 
Thus, the Assembly became a backstop of the Security Council. The 
Charter, like a Constitution, had shown itself to be amenable to inter- 
pretation in order to keep pace with changing events. 

Since its inception, the United Nations has rapidly been approaching 
the ideal of universal membership. It started out with fifty-one original 
members and for years the East-West struggle resulted in a policy of 
competitive exclusion of new applicants. “Package deals” in the mid- 
1950's resulted in the admission of over a score of new members and by 
1964—following the birth of many newly sovereign states in Africa— 
membership in the Assembly had increased to 113. Only Communist 
China and the divided nations—Germany, Korea, and Vietnam—were 
still excluded. 

The most significant consequence of the Assembly’s growing compre- 
hensiveness has been the emergence of blocs and the development of 
bloc voting. The Assembly has thus tended to become one of the arenas 
in which the two major political struggles of our time are being waged. 
In fact, the Assembly has begun to take on the complexion of a multi- 
party system. The uneven degree of discipline within each bloc or 
“party” has made the picture somewhat analogous to the French Parlia- 
ment under the Fourth Republic. Roughly speaking, six blocs have 
emerged in the Assembly: the Afro-Asian bloc (the largest but least 
cohesive) has at times commanded over fifty votes; the Latin American 
bloc has been able to muster twenty votes, the Atlantic Community 
eighteen, the British Commonwealth ten, and the Arab bloc ten. The 
most highly disciplined group has been the Communist bloc which, not 
including Yugoslavia, has controlled nine votes. 

The vast majority of votes taken in the General Assembly have involved 
one or both of the two great political struggles. According to the voting 
rules of the General Assembly, important questions are to be decided by 
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a two-thirds vote, and “other matters” by simple majority. In view of 
this fact it is clear that, under certain conditions, some blocs—singly 
or in combination with others—may exercise what amounts to a “collec- 
tive veto” over decisions of the General Assembly. Theoretically, for 
instance, the Afro-Asian bloc, if united, could effectively block any im- 
portant decision. In practice, however, this has not tended to occur. The 
Afro-Asian bloc has often been deeply divided. Also, “party discipline” 
has been loose and, in many instances, “crossing the floor” has become a 
frequent phenomenon. In this connection, it is useful to point out that 
in the General Assembly—unlike a national legislature—there are not 
two, but three sides to a controversial question. Abstentions are freely 
recorded and frequently their high number has demonstrated that many 
nations have refused to stand up and be counted in the East-West or the 
colonial-anticolonial struggle. 

The question of who controls the General Assembly may best be 
answered by looking at some important votes in the early 1960’s. Votes 
on East-West issues may be grouped into three rough categories. First, 
there are those in which the United States is clearly in control and only 
the Soviet bloc is in opposition. A resolution passed in 1962 to continue 
the efforts of the UN Commission for Unification and Rehabilitation of 
Korea (UNCURK) was a case in point. The vote was 63 in favor, 11 
opposed, with 26 abstentions. On others, the United States manages to 
control a sizeable majority, but has to lobby intensively to attain it. Thus, 
in 1960 it managed to persuade most Latin American, Western Euro- 
pean, and French-speaking African states to vote for Kasavubu rather 
than Lumumba to represent the government of the Congo. The vote was 
53 in favor, 24 opposed, and 19 abstentions. Finally, on some crucial 
issues, the United States is in danger of being defeated. The case par 
excellence is the issue of Chinese representation, which has come before 
every General Assembly since 1951. Because of its special interest, the 
voting pattern on this question will be analyzed in depth. 

During the decade from 1951 to 1960, the issue of Chinese representa- 
tion came before every Assembly under the so-called “moratorium 
device.” Using this technique, the United States proposed each year 
that consideration of the question be deferred. This position was adopted 
by the Assembly at every session until 1960. The voting figures are 
summarized in Table 1.4 

Three conclusions suggest themselves from this voting record. First, 
the absolute number of votes in favor of the moratorium remained fairly 
constant during the ten years. But since the membership of the UN in- 
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Gi hy/e'l al eg Coli gh 


GENERAL ASSEMBLY VOTES ON THE MORATORIUM ON DISCUSSING 
CHINESE REPRESENTATION 


Session For Against Abstaining Absent Total 
6th (1951) 37 11 4 8 60 
7th (1952) 42 7 11 Oo 60 
8th (1953) 44 10 2 4 60 
gth (1954) 43 11 6 fe) 60 
1oth (1955) 42 12 6 fo) 60 
1ith (1956) 47 24 § fo) 79 
12th (1957) 48 27 7 0 82 
13th (1958) 44 28 9 fo) 81 
14th (1959) 44 29 9 ° 82 
15th (1960) 42 34 22 1 99 


creased by 65 per cent during this same period, the relative number of 
states supporting the American position significantly declined. Second, 
up until 1959, the total number of votes in favor was always an absolute 
majority and exceeded the combined votes of those opposed, abstaining, 
or absent. Finally, in 1960, for the first time, the American position was 
in serious jeopardy when the supporters of the moratorium won by only 
a plurality and were in turn exceeded by the combined votes of the 
opposition, abstainers, and absentees. 

Thus in 1961 the United States had to fight the issue on its merits 
when the Assembly decided to consider it as an “important question.” 
But, at the very same time, Communist China’s attack on India alienated 
neutralist sentiment in the United Nations. Hence during the next three 
years the United States was able actually to improve its position. The 
votes in 1961, 1962, and 1963 were 48:37:19, 56:42:12, and 57:41:12, 
respectively. But French recognition of Communist China in 1964 once 
again threatened the American position. It now seemed only a question 
of time until the United States would be defeated, since it was expected 
that most of the French-speaking African states would follow the lead 
of France and support the seating of Communist China. 

On issues of colonialism there also emerge three voting patterns. 
First, the Afro-Asian members, supported by the Soviet bloc and many 
Latin American countries, consistently urge strong resolutions against 
Portugal and South Africa. The NATO powers either abstain or vote 
against such resolutions. Thus, in 1962 the Assembly, by a vote of 57 in 
favor, 14 opposed, and 18 abstentions, declared that Portugal’s policy 
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in Angola constituted a threat to world peace and recommended an arms 
embargo against the colonial power. During the same year, by a vote of 67 
in favor, 16 opposed, and 23 abstentions, it condemned South Africa’s 
racial policies and called for sanctions against the Union Government. 
The United States opposed both these resolutions on the grounds that 
the call for sanctions was ill-advised. A second voting pattern occurs 
when everyone agrees on the easing out of a colonial power without 
undue haste or danger of subsequent political disorder. This was the 
case in 1962 when the Assembly by a vote of 89 in favor, none opposed, 
and 14 abstentions approved the establishment of the UN Temporary 
Executive Authority (UNTEA) in West New Guinea to supervise the 
peaceful transfer of that territory from the Netherlands to Indonesia. 
Finally, the General Assembly, by overwhelming majorities, has tried 
to persuade the nuclear powers to refrain from atomic testing. Thus, in 
1962 the Assembly, by a vote of 79 in favor, none opposed, and 21 
abstentions, called for an end to all nuclear tests. The United States and 
the Soviet Union both abstained because they considered the resolution 
unrealistic and unworkable. 

More recently, some issues have tended to pit the industrialized against 
the “developing” nations in the General Assembly. For example, between 
1960 and 1964 deep divisions became apparent between those who con- 
trolled the votes and those who controlled the funds over the proper 
method of financing the UN’s peace forces in Suez and in the Congo. 
The assessment formulas hammered out in each session by the Assembly 
reflected a tenuous consensus between these two groups of states reached 
only after protracted and laborious negotiations. 

An analysis of the above voting patterns demonstrates that on issues 
involving the East-West struggle, the United States so far has been able 
to muster majorities on matters vital to its national interest. Owing to 
the rise of the Afro-Asian bloc this American power is no longer auto- 
matic but has demanded increasing diplomatic and persuasive efforts. In 
the colonial struggle the United States, owing to her tendency to abstain, 
has abdicated leadership in the General Assembly. The Afro-Asians are 
in control here, demanding rapid action. The closer they come to their 
goal of eliminating colonialism, the more insistent they become on 
erasing its last vestiges from Africa. Toward this end they are eager to 
push the UN’s powers to their limit—and even beyond. In terms of the 
overall distribution of power in the General Assembly, the UN’s progress 
toward universality has resulted in some reduction of the influence of 
both of the two super-powers and a corresponding net gain for the forces 
of the new nationalism. 
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Turing to the accomplishments of the General Assembly, a cross- 
section reveals a mixed record. It has provided opportunity for the 
exploration of a whole galaxy of political disputes. The forum of the 
Assembly has had the beneficent effect of subjecting explosive disputes 
to the scrutiny of world public opinion, although it has also lent itself 
to endless and often repetitive oratory which has frequently debased the 
process of deliberation. But on the whole, the Assembly has shown 
inventiveness and flexibility in its approach. It was able to restore the 
status quo ante bellum after the Suez crisis of 1956 and, in the process, 
to improvise a new instrument for policing the peace—the United 
Nations Emergency Force (UNEF). (For a full discussion of UNEF, 
see Chapter 12.) At the same time, it found itself tragically unable to 
take effective action in Hungary. Since its sole powers were recommenda- 
tory and its only sanction that of world public opinion, it succeeded in 
restraining Great Britain, France, and Israel, but not the Soviet Union. 

The Assembly’s powerlessness to intrude into the domestic juris- 
diction of states has also frequently prevented it from effective interven- 
tion in disputes. For example, the Assembly recommended in 1949 that 
the Soviet Union allow Soviet women who married foreigners to leave 
the country with their husbands. For eight years, the Soviet Union refused 
to heed this recommendation. Similarly, the Assembly has not been able 
to affect the apartheid policy of the government of South Africa, nor 
has it succeeded in changing Portugal’s attitude toward her two large 
territories in Africa—Angola and Mozambique. On the whole, therefore, 
the Assembly’s effectiveness in the pacific settlement of disputes has been 
mixed, since compliance with its recommendations has, in the last 
analysis, depended upon the voluntary cooperation of its members. 

The work of the Assembly has not been limited merely to the handling 
of disputes. Great inventiveness has also been demonstrated in the 
area of international law-making. It was under the aegis of the General 
Assembly, for example, that the International Atomic Energy Agency 
was born. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Conven- 
tion on Genocide were similarly notable achievements of the General 
Assembly’s initiative. Though the former did not become a legally 
binding instrument, the latter succeeded in attaining that status, albeit 
subject to ratification by member states. 

In addition, the General Assembly has exercised a number of im- 
portant “housekeeping” responsibilities. In this capacity it has supervised 
the activities of the Economic and Social Council, the Trusteeship 
Council, and the specialized agencies. Furthermore, it has had key 
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electoral duties. In conjunction with the Security Council, it elects the 
Secretary-General and the Justices of the World Court, and passes on 
the admission of new members. It also elects the six nonpermanent 
members of the Security Council. On this last matter, feelings have often 
run high and “gentleman’s agreements” among the competing blocs have 
tended to develop. The Assembly has also had the responsibility of fixing 
the contribution of each member state to the United Nation’s budget. 

The rise of the Afro-Asian bloc has brought the one nation-one vote 
tule under heavy fire. It has become increasingly difficult for the Great 
Powers, especially the United States, to accept the fact that Guinea’s vote 
should have the same weight as that of a major power. The question has 
been raised whether it was reasonable to expect the United States or the 
Soviet Union to accept decisions reached by a body in which a nation 
with a small and largely illiterate population and an underdeveloped 
economy should have the same voice as a super-power, or whether the 
United States, which has contributed one third of the budget, should 
have the same voting power as a nation with an assessment of less than 
0.1 per cent. These considerations have led to many informal “weighted 
voting” proposals designed to bring voting power into line with the 
realities of political power and influence in the Assembly. These pro- 
posals have all foundered on the question of what would constitute an 
objective criterion for weighting. Should it be population, military 
strength, literacy, wealth, or other more intangible factors? Moreover, 
since the distribution of power among nations is in constant flux, what- 
ever weighting was decided upon would require constant revision. For 
these reasons, the Assembly’s system of equality has been retained despite 
its obvious inequities. ‘This may, however, lead to a growing preference 
by the super-powers for conducting important business outside the frame- 
work of the United Nations, where they would not have to worry about 
the votes of uncommitted countries. In any case, it seems increasingly 
likely that all concerned—small powers as well as large—will have to 
face the fact that, in the nuclear age, voting is a poor substitute for 
genuine deliberation and compromise. 

Perhaps the most ambitious plan of the Assembly has been the 
projection of its influence into territories that are quite literally un- 
charted. Aware that the Antarctic continent and outer space could easily 
become objects of the power struggle, the Assembly has moved with 
dispatch to provide a forum for the advancement of a novel and most 
important principle: that neither terra incognita on this planet nor in 
outer space should be subject to ownership or control by individual states 
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but, instead, should be considered the domain of the international com- 
munity as represented by the United Nations. The Assembly has shown 
wisdom by having risen to this new challenge before, rather than after, 
actual crises have developed. And many member states have looked with 
considerable favor upon the principle of United Nations jurisdiction over 
the fruits of man’s new discoveries. 

Whereas the Security Council has disappointed most of its founders, 
the General Assembly has, for the most part, surpassed expectations. It 
has demonstrated the validity of the eclectic approach to universal affairs, 
the method of improvising as imaginatively as possible. In most instances 
of Security Council failure the General Assembly has developed signifi- 
cant “reserve powers” with which to step into the breach. In doing so, 
it has developed into a formidable defender of the peace and has ex- 
hibited truly remarkable resourcefulness and adaptability. If the Security 
Council’s record has been disappointing, that of the General Assembly 
has exceeded even the boldest hopes. 


THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL 


The framers of the United Nations Charter were profoundly impressed 
by the functional theory of international order-building. This conviction 
found its most ambitious institutional expression in the Economic and 
Social Council (ECOSOC). This organ was to be an instrument for 
coordinating an entire galaxy of functional activities, ranging from aid to 
needy children to technical assistance to lesser-developed areas. The 
common denominator of all these activities was the functional premise 
that the bonds of international political order could be forged more 
readily by first concentrating on specific common problems in the 
politically less formidable spheres of economic, social, and cultural affairs. 
It was hoped that such activities could be kept out of the arena of pollit- 
ical controversy and that the habits of collaboration thus developed might 
little by little reach over into the strife-torn areas of political and even 
military security. In order to emphasize and facilitate this work, the 
Economic and Social Council became one of the principal United Na- 
tions organs. 

ECOSOC is made up of eighteen members, elected for three years by 
the General Assembly. Although the Charter contains no specific mem- 
bership provisions, in practice the permanent members of the Security 
Council have had permanent seats on ECOSOC as well. (Recently, 
however, China has been an exception.) The rest of the membership has 
tended to reflect the power alignments in the General Assembly, al- 
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though there has been a slight imbalance in favor of the more advanced 
industrial states. ECOSOC is responsible to the Assembly and, in effect, 
has frequently served as a committee of the Assembly on functional 
matters. Since ECOSOC itself is not an operational organ, most of its 
energies have been absorbed in coordinating the numerous commissions 
which are under its control. There are eight such functional commissions 
in all. They deal with a wide variety of subject matter: transport, statis- 
tics, population, social matters, human rights and protection of minon- 
ties, status of women, commodity trade, and narcotic drugs. In addition, 
ECOSOC has set up a number of regional commissions: the Economic 
Commission for Europe (ECE) and parallel bodies for Asia and the Far 
East, Latin America, and Africa. There are also five special voluntary 
programs which depend for their support exclusively upon donations 
from governments and private sources: the United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF), the Expanded Program for Technical Assistance 
(EPTA), the Special Fund, the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees (UNHCR), and the United Nations Relief and Works Agency 
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA). Finally, ECOSOC 
receives reports from all the specialized agencies. The difficulties in co- 
ordinating this vast array of functional bodies have therefore been 
enormous. In general, the job has been somewhat easier in economic 
than in social fields, and less trying in regional than in global matters. 
But ECOSOC’s role as a clearinghouse for the UN’s functional activities 
has been complicated even further through the participation in its affairs 
of various citizens’ organizations. Among these, and enjoying consultative 
status in ECOSOC, have been such nongovernmental organizations as 
the YMCA, the YWCA, and the U. S. Chamber of Commerce. 

So great has been the proliferation of functional activities under UN 
auspices that they virtually defy systematic analysis. Ironically, among 
the organs coordinated by ECOSOC there have even developed certain 
empire-building tendencies. In areas of overlapping activity, some agen- 
cies have claimed “sovereignty’’ over responsibilities to which other 
agencies have at the same time stoutly laid claim. And inevitably, the 
problem of deciding priorities is a difficult one at best. Given the in- 
escapable realities of a limited budget, who, for example, is to determine 
which will be more conducive to the building of international order: the 
exchange of scientists or advancement in the status of women? 

Perhaps the greatest of all the difficulties under which ECOSOC has 
labored has been that its functional organs have become embroiled in 
the East-West and colonial-anticolonial struggles. On the whole, it has 
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proved impossible to insulate these organs from the storms of political 
controversy. ‘The United States, which has contributed by far the largest 
financial share to ECOSOC’s programs, has tended to be more concerned 
with the consolidation of its power position vis-a-vis the East than with 
the knitting of functional bonds between East and West. The Soviet 
Union has been virulent in its denunciations of “imperialist domina- 
tion” of ECOSOC by the United States and has tended to follow a 
policy of abstention. Whenever the Soviet bloc has decided to join one 
of the functional organs, it has been more inclined to employ it as a 
platform than as a tool of community-building. The colonial struggle 
has also been manifest in ECOSOC. Most of the beneficiaries of 
ECOSOC’s programming have been anticolonial powers who have been 
more concerned with the liquidation of colonialism than with the 
Western inclination to employ ECOSOC as a vehicle for winning the 
East-West struggle. They have also consistently demanded a more 
generous sharing of wealth. These developments have placed in question 
the validity of the functionalist thesis. Some observers have even tended 
to reverse the cause-and-effect sequence. Perhaps, they suggest, political 
harmony is not in the first instance dependent on prior economic and 
social cooperation. Rather, the success of functionalism itself may de- 
pend on a minimum of prior political harmony. 

The ease with which the functional method may break down can be 
illustrated by all too many of ECOSOC’s activities. One such example 
may be seen in what has happened with the United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF), which was first established in 1946. The purpose of 
this agency was to aid needy children and adolescents in countries re- 
quiring rehabilitation. Within two years after its creation, UNICEF 
was in fact feeding half a million children and an equal number of 
mothers in Europe, the Middle East, and the Far East. Yet early in its 
operations, the Fund began to suffer from a chronic shortage of money. 
It became dependent on voluntary contributions, of which the United 
States paid the largest share—over 60 per cent of the entire budget. The 
United States therefore soon came to wield the power of life and death 
over the Fund, as it did over most of ECOSOC’s organs. The Soviet 
Union and the Eastern European countries ignored UNICEF until 
1953. Only after the death of Stalin did they join and pay contributions 
of slightly more than 4 per cent of the total. It was clear by mid-1953 
that UNICEF was not going to fail, that its popularity would increase, 
and that more harm to the Soviet Union would result from remaining 
outside than from participating. But the Communist countries largely 
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employed UNICEF as a propaganda platform. The lion’s share of finan- 
cial support continued to come from the West. Millions of children 
were aided through UNICEF’s operations and millions of mothers were 
saved from death. But in terms of East-West community-building the 
Fund’s contribution has been minimal. 

United Nations economic development activities are also largely co- 
ordinated through ECOSOC. The Expanded Program for Technical 
Assistance (EPTA) was launched in 1949 and has provided experts and 
equipment for the underdeveloped countries. These activities are ad- 
ministered by a Technical Assistance Board (TAB) composed of inter- 
national officials, and the choice of EPTA projects is supervised by a 
Technical Assistance Committee (TAC) composed of the eighteen 
ECOSOC members plus six nations elected by ECOSOC from UN and 
specialized agency membership. 

The Special Fund was set up in 1959 for the purpose of financing pre- 
paratory and “preinvestment” projects that would make it possible for 
technical assistance and development to yield optimum results. In 
keeping with its mandate, the Special Fund has concentrated on rela- 
tively large projects. Its support, like that of EPTA, has come exclusively 
from voluntary contributions. The United States has been the largest 
donor to both EPTA and the Special Fund and has consistently pledged 
an amount equal to 40 per cent of the total. 

Efforts to keep the cold war out of the economic development pro- 
grams have not been entirely successful. The Soviet Union at first ab- 
stained from EPTA activity, but after the death of Stalin revised its 
policy. Fearful of Western gains in the uncommitted countries and 
unwilling to concede leadership in technical assistance to the United 
States, the Soviet Union began to make small contributions. Although 
it has continued to use the technical assistance agencies as propaganda 
forums, the Soviet bloc has thus evidently seen that its interests would 
be served by participation rather than abstention. By following this 
course in EPTA, Soviet behavior has in effect seemed to reverse the 
functionalist proposition. Rather than leading to greater political accord, 
the participation of the Soviet Union in joint East-West activity in 
economic development has turned out to be inspired largely by the very 
lack of political accord between the Soviet Union and the United States. 

The full fury of the cold war hit UN economic development programs 
for the first time in 1960, when Premier Fidel Castro of Cuba applied 
to the Special Fund for aid. Up to that time, the eighteen-member 
Governing Council of the Special Fund had made it a rule to keep 
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politics out of their deliberations. Annual programs were always voted 
on as a package. The Soviet Union had acquiesced in projects for For- 
mosa, South Korea, and South Vietnam, while the United States had 
regularly voted for projects in Communist countries like Poland and 
Yugoslavia. But in 1961, when the Cuban project came up for considera- 
tion before the Governing Council, the United States undertook a major 
diplomatic effort to stop it. In this effort it was unsuccessful. When the 
United States tried to round up the seven votes necessary to block the 
project in the eighteen-member Council, it discovered that the other 
members were unwilling to aid in the precedent-breaking consideration 
of a single project. They were afraid that this might lead the Soviet 
Union to force separate votes on aid to Formosa, South Korea, and South 
Vietnam, or Egypt on aid to Israel. There was a general concern that 
approval of individual projects would reintroduce political considerations 
and turn the Special Fund into an East-West battleground. Hence, the 
United States decided not to press for a vote that it could not win. In 
February 1963 the UN decided to go ahead with the project, a step that 
elicited a violent reaction in the United States Congress. Yet if the 
United States had pressed the issue to a showdown, it would have 
jeopardized a considerable number of development projects that it liked 
for the sake of one small one that it did not like. 

Despite these disturbing incursions of the cold war into UN develop- 
ment activities, there has been an overall sense of remarkable progress. 
The General Assembly, at its sixteenth session in 1961, proclaimed a 
Development Decade to mobilize support for the poorer nations of the 
earth. The goal was to attain a 5 per cent annual growth rate by 1970 
in the national incomes of the developing countries. EPT'A, the Special 
Fund, and the specialized agencies were seen as the chief instruments 
of this bold plan. What is perhaps most encouraging about the develop- 
ment programs is the fact that a broad consensus exists in the United 
Nations on the matter of their future support. No nation seriously ques- 
tions their existence. The debate is over how much and how quickly 
they should grow. And in this debate, the vast majority of the UN mem- 
bership will probably continue to support a policy of gradual expansion. 

The birth process of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights pro- 
vides another interesting case study in functionalism as an approach to 
international problems. In 1946 ECOSOC directed its Commission 
on Human Rights to draft a Declaration on this subject. However, 
serious differences of opinion became evident at the very outset. The 
United States favored a document setting forth goals and aspirations 
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rather than legally binding commitments. It preferred to emphasize the 
primacy of civil rights and political liberties. The British, on the other 
hand, favored a legally binding document. The Soviet Union, for its 
part, was unwilling to commit itself to a treaty and defended the inclu- 
sion of economic and social rights in its version of desirable goals and 
aspirations. Finally, the anticolonial powers agreed with this more 
inclusive definition of human rights but also wanted definite legal com- 
mitments. Because of these wide differences, the negotiators were unable 
to agree on a statement of human rights that would be binding on all. 
Instead, it was decided to draw up a hortatory statement of general prin- 
ciples that would include the aspirations of all members. What this 
meant, of course, was that functional cooperation was possible only by 
defining the function to be performed in the most general terms and 
only by not making the end result binding on any state. Nevertheless, 
when on December 10, 1948, the General Assembly adopted the Decla- 
ration without a single negative vote, it had approved the first interna- 
tional statement of human rights in history. Most members of ECOSOC 
found the Declaration so encouraging that they sought to use it as a 
precedent for the drafting of a legally binding Covenant on Human 
Rights. But these efforts encountered insuperable difficulties. The 
Human Rights Commission attempted to overcome these obstacles by 
drafting two Covenants, one on civil and political rights, the other on 
economic, social, and cultural rights. But this device was unable to 
remove the major obstacle: the fact that states simply were unwilling 
to commit themselves to a legally binding instrument. Human rights 
were too vitally political to lend themselves to the functional approach. 

Though the manifold activities taking place under the roof of 
ECOSOC have been impressive, they have not demonstrated the func- 
tional method of working toward international order to be nearly as 
effective as was originally hoped. Certainly, the East-West struggle has 
not abated significantly as a result of the existence of the UN’s func- 
tional programs. On the contrary, it has appeared more and more likely 
that for the functional method really to work, there is first needed a 
relatively favorable political climate. At any rate, there clearly seems 
little causal connection between the launching of global economic, social, 
and cultural programs and the achievement of universal political order. 

The fact remains, however, that the profound original commitment 
to functional cooperation has resulted in a tremendous growth of such 
activities under the supervision of ECOSOC. Indeed, the work of the 
functional agencies has absorbed more and more of the United Nations’ 
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energies. ECOSOC has never enjoyed the publicity given the Security 
Council in its early years. Nor has it commanded the prestige more 
recently enjoyed by the General Assembly. Yet in the number and scope 
of the activities under its auspices, ECOSOC’s importance in the United 
Nations would be hard to exaggerate. None of its activities, it is true, has 
vindicated the claims that were at first made for the funcional mehod. 
Yet few objective observers would deny the beneficent and humanitarian 
effects of ECOSOC’s work. 


THE TRUSTEESHIP SYSTEM 


The concept of Trusteeship was devised by the United Nations’ 
founders primarily as a weapon against the struggle they anticipated over 
the liquidation of colonialism. If only the United Nations could turn 
the colonies from lucrative benefits into “sacred trusts,” the quest for 
dependencies might die from lack of incentive. Colonial powers might 
develop greater inhibitions in their quest for colonies, and anticolonial 
powers greater patience in their struggle for independence. If, indeed, 
colonialism was a cause of war, then the United Nations should make 
as international as possible the administration of dependent areas and 
the process by which their colonial status finally came to be terminated. 
This, in general terms, was the thinking that underlay the concept of 
Trusteeship. 

In setting up the Trusteeship System, the UN founders were able to 
build on the precedent of the Mandate System of the League of Nations. 
While the League’s Mandate System had in essence been a thinly dis- 
guised technique of annexation, with its Permanent Mandates Com- 
mission controlled exclusively by colonial powers, it nevertheless repre- 
sented a first tentative attempt at internationalization. The United Na- 
tions’ framers were determined to expand this experiment considerably. 
Their first step was to dispose of the mandates that had been held by the 
now-defunct League System. For the most part, these were immediately 
turned into Trusteeships of the United Nations. Excepted from this 
transfer, however, were the former Middle Eastern Mandates—Syria, 
Lebanon, Jordan, and Israel—which were soon to achieve national in- 
dependence; Southwest Africa, which was lost to the United Nations 
because of the stubborn refusal of the Union of South Africa to permit 
it to be placed under Trusteeship; Japan’s Pacific holdings, which were 
taken over as a so-called Strategic Trust Territory by the United States; 
and Somaliland, which had not been a League Mandate and which was 
entrusted to Italy. Beyond these changes, the ‘Trusteeship System con- 
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tinued very much in the footsteps of the League. Britain was to ad- 
minister Tanganyika and parts of Togoland and the Cameroons; the 
remainders of Togoland and the Cameroons remained under France; 
Ruanda-Urundi continued as a Belgian Trust; to Australia were en- 
trusted Nauru and New Guinea; and New Zealand was to administer 
Western Samoa. In all, the Trusteeship Council was thus to supervise 
eleven Trust Territories, seven of them in Africa, and a total population 
of fifteen million people. 

The most radical departure from the League precedent was the wide- 
spread conviction among UN members that administration not only of 
Trust Territories but of all colonial possessions should be internation- 
alized. This principle became the subject of heated controversy. The 
colonial powers insisted that the colonial possessions were to be under 
their jurisdiction exclusively, whereas the anticolonial bloc saw no further 
justification for the continuation of colonialism at all. The outcome of 
this struggle was Chapter XI of the Charter, The Declaration Regarding 
Non-Self-Governing Territories, which represented a modest triumph 
for the forces of anticolonialism. For one thing, the United Nations was 
no longer to use the term “colony.” In its place was to be substituted 
the more innocuous phrase “Non-Self-Governing Territory.” In addition, 
the colonial powers committed themselves to transmit information on 
economic, educational, and social conditions in their respective de- 
pendencies. The new nations pressed for the submission of political in- 
formation as well, but the colonial powers insisted that this matter be 
left to their own discretion. Thus, when the new trusteeship system was 
launched, it was not only responsible for the administration of eleven 
Trust Territories but also, for the first time in history, possessed the 
power of imposing a minimum of international control over all colonies. 

In composition, the Trusteeship Council was originally a fourteen- 
nation body, with its membership divided equally between colonial and 
anticolonial powers, or in United Nations terminology, “administering” 
and “nonadministering” powers. Australia, Belgium, France, Italy, Great 
Britain, New Zealand, and the United States represented the first group. 
The Soviet Union and China plus five other nonadministering powers 
made up the anticolonial bloc. As a result of the liquidation of two thirds 
of the Trust Territories, the size of the Trusteeship Council has di- 
minished considerably. Belgium, France, and Italy are no longer adminis- 
tering powers. ‘The transition from ‘Trusteeship status to independence 
has, on the whole, been orderly. The exodus began in 1960 with the 
granting of independence to Cameroon, Togo, and Somalia. Tanganyika 
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was next, receiving independence in 1961. On January 1, 1962, Western 
Samoa became the first independent Polynesian state and on the same 
day the Belgian Trust, Ruanda-Urundi, was transformed into two inde- 
pendent countries, Rwanda and Burundi. After 1962 only Nauru, New 
Guinea, and the Pacific Islands remained under the authority of the 
Trusteeship Council. 

Each of the Trust Territories was administered under a Trusteeship 
Agreement. These Agreements were concluded between the administer- 
ing powers and the United Nations, but in most cases the former were 
able to determine the nature of the Agreement. The United States, for 
example, insisted that the Pacific Islands be made into a “Strategic 
Trust Territory” under the Security Council, and therefore subject to 
American veto. The terms of the Agreements were approved by the 
General Assembly, to which the Trusteeship Council has been respon- 
sible on all important matters. Like ECOSOC, the Council has, in 
effect, become a committee of the Assembly. Owing to the stronger 
representation of the colonial powers on the Trusteeship Council, its 
recommendations—especially those dealing with advancement toward 
self-government in the Trust Territories—have at times been criticized 
by the General Assembly as lacking in vigor. Responsibility for the 
supervision of Non-Self-Governing Territories, under Chapter XI of the 
Charter, has not been exercised by the Trusteeship Council itself but 
by a separate body, the Committee on Information from Non-Self- 
Governing Territories. The membership of that Committee has been 
patterned after that of the Council. 

Where the Trusteeship Council was directly involved in its dealings 
with the Trust Territories, its responsibilities were threefold: preparation 
of annual reports, examinations of petitions, and dispatch of visiting 
missions. Annual reports were based on lengthy written questionnaires, 
to be completed by the administering powers. If the replies seemed in- 
complete or unsatisfactory, the Trusteeship Council had the nght to 
proceed to written and oral cross-examination. On the basis of these 
reports, the Council then formulated its own recommendations for the 
General Assembly. These recommendations were far-reaching and re- 
lated to economic development, health services, educational facilities, 
labor conditions, and the participation of the indigenous population in 
the affairs of government. The Trusteeship Council also permitted the 
inhabitants of Trust Territories to submit petitions on specific grievances. 
This procedure was a radical departure from the League precedent, since 
it by-passed the colonial power and established direct contact between 
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the Trust and the United Nations. At first this opportunity was utilized 
infrequently but during and since the 1950’s the number of petitions 
grew considerably. A typical petition brought before the Trusteeship 
Council concerned the fate of the Ewe tribe in West Africa, who 
claimed that the boundary line between French and British Togoland 
divided their people. The following excerpt will convey its flavor: 


About 2 years ago both french and british government promised to have 
constituted a conventional zone for the amendment of the frontiers regula- 
tions, amidst the Ewe people. This problem is very hard to be solved, be- 
cause it is impossible for two person to wear one trousers. Only their guilty 
conscience forced them to make this promise, but in reality they are unfit 
to complete this task just like two persons suggesting of wearing one trousers. 

Therefore we beg to have explained the things to the general assembly of 
the UNO properly; in order to have considered or rescue from this cruelty 
in due time.® 


On the whole, the Trusteeship Council took such petitions very seriously. 
The Council’s most effective device was the visiting mission. Every three 
years the Council dispatches missions to each of its Territories. These 
ventures were not only of great symbolic value but had the great ad- 
vantage of actual contact with the populations of the Territories. At times 
there was friction between the visiting missions and the administering 
powers over the tempo of advancement toward self-government. This 
was not surprising, since the visiting missions were generally most in- 
terested in how quickly the administering powers were eliminating them- 
selves, whereas the latter tended to regard the Trusts as quasi-colonies. 
But most of these tensions were fruitful and yielded worthwhile results. 

While the Trusteeship Council has been a notable success, as its 
overall record indicates, it has not always been able to remove the Trust 
Territories from the colonial power struggle. Libya, for example, became 
the subject of a heated political controversy among several powers eager 
to administer it as a Trust. Since no solution satisfactory to all seemed 
possible, Libya was granted her independence. This was a case in which 
the necessity for Trusteeship was clearly apparent but in which, owing 
to the disagreement of the powers concerned, it could not be worked 
out in practice. Of the consequences of this fact for Libya itself, Inis L. 
Claude, Jr., has written that “. . . in terms of the objective of the 
rational and orderly liquidation of colonialism, the excessive prolonga- 
tion of dependence [was] hardly more unfortunate than the premature 
conferment of independence.’’® 

In a general analysis of the United Nations Trusteeship System, 
several factors emerge. For one thing, while the System has had little 
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effect on the rate at which colonies have been liquidated, it has con- 
tributed considerably to making their liquidation more responsible. 
Moreover, in view of the fact that most of the Trust Territories have 
already received independence, the Trusteeship Council may soon find 
itself without a function. Of course, a liberal interpretation of the 
Charter would open the possibility of bringing new Trusts under the 
Council’s responsibility. There are still a few colonies, particularly Por- 
tuguese and South African, which might be possible candidates, although 
the political atmosphere in the General Assembly strongly favors im- 
mediate independence without an intermediate stage. 

Yet, in these cases, Trusteeship might become a vital stage between 
colonial status and independence, a bridge which the United Nations 
might help to build. Quite possibly, some of the turmoil in the Belgian 
Congo in 1960 might have been avoided if the Congo had passed through 
a Trusteeship stage. Such a policy would, of course, necessitate some 
modification in the thinking of the General Assembly, but the tragic 
outbreaks of violence shortly after Congolese independence have demon- 
strated that Trusteeship might well have been a blessing for colonial and 
anticolonial powers alike. 

Perhaps the most significant feature of the Trusteeship System has 
been its prophylactic quality. It has belied the facile assumption that 
the United Nations has been ineffective because of its inability to en- 
force decisions. Trusteeship has proved that effectiveness without sanc- 
tions is possible. As Claude has pointed out, it has attempted to deal 
with a situation before rather than after it reached the crisis stage.” In 
the Congo the United Nations was compelled to create a kind of Trustee- 
ship after the crisis had become acute. The extension of the Trusteeship 
System to the more explosive of the remaining colonies might forestall 
repetitions of such crises and, thereby, contribute to a more rational solu- 
tion of the colonial problem as a whole. 

In the general struggle over the liquidation of colonialism, the ‘Trustee- 
ship System has played a significant, but not decisive, role. More re- 
cently, with the influx of new African and Asian members into the 
United Nations, the General Assembly’s Trusteeship Committee has 
dealt more with the decolonization problems of South Africa and the 
Portuguese possessions than with the problems of the three remaining 
Trust Territories. The original concept of the Trusteeship System— 
to prepare the Territories for independence with all deliberate speed— 
has been expanded by the General Assembly to apply to all colonial 
possessions via the Declaration Regarding Non-Self-Governing Terri- 
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tories. On the whole, the United Nations institutions set up to deal 
with problems of colonialism have been successfully used by the anti- 
colonial majority of the General Assembly in its relentless drive toward 
full self-determination for all dependent peoples. 


THE SECRETARY-GENERAL AND THE SECRETARIAT 


One of the greatest fears of the founders of the United Nations was 
that the new world organization would be no more than the sum of its 
parts—a group of delegates each loyal to his own nation and perceiving 
the world through the particular lenses of his own nationality. The men 
at San Francisco were deeply convinced that one important road to 
international order could be constructed by providing the United Nations 
with a nucleus of men and women who, for the duration of their tenure 
as world civil servants, would place loyalty to the world community on an 
equal level with their other, more parochial commitments. It was this 
notion of international loyalty-building that provided the basis for the 
Office of the Secretary-General and of his staff, the United Nations 
Secretariat. 

The Office of the Secretary-General of the United Nations is not 
without precedent. The League of Nations had also made provision 
for such a post. Its first incumbent, Sir Eric Drummond, a British civil 
servant, was primarily an administrator who made it his policy to remain 
aloof from the political disputes that were sapping the life-blood of the 
League. Albert Thomas, on the other hand, the Director-General of the 
League’s International Labor Organization, set quite another precedent. 
Not content with anonymous administrative responsibilities, he ventured 
into the uncharted land of international statesmanship and did not 
shrink from taking a stand on controversial policy issues. Weighing 
these two precedents and tending to prefer the latter, the UN architects 
endowed the Office of the United Nations Secretary-General with polit- 
ical as well as administrative powers. The Secretary-General was not 
only to be the chief administrative officer of the United Nations, but, 


in the words of the Preparatory Commission in 1945, his Office was to 
represent 


A quite special right which goes beyond any power previously accorded to 
the head of an international organization. The Secretary-General more than 
anyone else will stand for the United Nations as a whole. In the eyes of the 


world, no less than in the eyes of his own staff he must embody the ideals 
and principles of the Charter.’ 


This conception of the Office led to the inclusion in the Charter of 
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Article 99, which set forth the Secretary-General’s significant political 
powers: “The Secretary-General may bring to the attention of the Se- 
curity Council any matter which in his opinion may threaten the main- 
tenance of international peace and security.” The founders of the UN 
thus clearly intended the Secretary-General to be an international states- 
man, a kind of conscience of the world. In order to equip him adequately 
for this role, they gave him what, in some respects at least, amounted 
almost to the power of acting as a twelfth member of the Security 
Council. 

The first incumbent of the Office was Trygve Lie of Norway. Lie used 
his political powers abundantly and frequently took positions in the 
conflicts among the major powers. In the early years he tended to stay 
aloof from the most inflammable issues of the East-West struggle but 
defended the interest of the world community as he conceived it by 
taking stands on minor political disputes. He supported the European 
Recovery Program and opted in favor of the partition of Palestine. Soon 
thereafter, however, he became embroiled in political controversies of 
the first magnitude. Early in 1950 Mr. Lie advocated the seating of the 
Chinese Communist delegation in the United Nations and provoked 
the extreme displeasure of the United States. Several weeks later he 
strongly supported American initiative in the “police action” to repel 
aggression by North Korea, and went so far as to label the North Koreans 
as the aggressors. While this action reconciled the United States, it pro- 
voked the implacable hostility of the Soviet Union. When, in late 1950, 
the question of Lie’s reappointment came up, the United States threat- 
ened to veto the appointment of any other candidate, while the Soviet 
Union declared with equal conviction that it would not tolerate him. 
The United States prevailed upon the General Assembly to “extend” 
his term, but the value of Trygve Lie as peacemaker between East and 
West was irretrievably impaired. In November 1952, after two years of 
fruitless bickering, Lie resigned from the post of Secretary-General. 

The experience of Trygve Lie pointed up the great dilemma, if not 
the inherent contradiction, of international statesmanship. ‘The Secretary- 
General, to be an effective spokesman for the interests of the world 
community, must at times take a stand on major current political issues. 
But he also has to retain the confidence of all the actors in the drama. 
The utmost diplomatic skill and political sensitivity are needed for this 
task. Lie, for example, never violated the Charter. He took positions on 
both sides of the East-West struggle and became the object of severe 
criticism by both antagonists. But whereas one was willing to forgive, the 
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other thought he had gone too far. Hence his effectiveness as a possible 
bridge-builder was ended. 

These lessons were not lost on Trygve Lie’s successor, Dag Ham- 
marskjéld of Sweden. Hammarskjéld had been an economist and chair- 
man of the Swedish National Bank as well as Deputy Minister for 
Foreign Affairs. He had never been a member of a political party and 
was known to have a “passion for anonymity.” By background he was a 
civil servant, not a politician. Not surprisingly, therefore, the new Sec- 
retary-General approached his Office with somewhat greater restraint 
than had his predecessor. Unlike Lie, Hammarskjéld at first chose not 
to take overt political initiative. Public diplomacy was replaced by “quiet 
diplomacy.” This is not to say that the increasing ferocity of the two 
great international political struggles left the new Secretary-General un- 
touched. But Mr. Hammarskjéld’s approach to political disputes differed 
in two important respects from that of his predecessor. First, he always 
attempted to gain authority for his actions from the Security Council 
or the General Assembly. Second, most of his diplomatic maneuvers 
were carried on behind the scenes, away from the searchlight of publicity. 
The former habit gained him the confidence of the major powers, while 
the latter made possible agreements without serious loss of face for any 
nation. A survey of Mr. Hammarskjold’s major activities in this respect 
is quite revealing. 

In 1954 the Secretary-General flew to Peiping to negotiate the release 
of eleven American airmen who were interned there as United Nations 
personnel. Virtually no publicity was released about the trip, but a year 
later the airmen were released. In 1956, during the Suez crisis, the 
Secretary-General was confronted with an international problem of the 
first magnitude. Two permanent members of the Security Council were 
accused of military aggression and a third, the Soviet Union, threatened 
them with rocket bombardment. In addition, the Arab states and Israel 
seemed locked in mortal combat. Mr. Hammarskjéld, under the authority 
of the General Assembly, equipped the United Nations with an un- 
precedented military instrument, the United Nations Emergency Force 
(UNEF), which helped to restore order to the troubled area. (For a 
more detailed analysis of UNEF, see Chapter 12.) By taking this action, 
the Secretary-General became deeply involved in the political drama 
being acted out in the Middle East. But as always, his decisiveness was 
tempered with circumspection. Mr. Hammarskjéld’s declaration before 
the Security Council, when that body met to consider the Middle 
Eastern crisis, is worth quoting: 
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The Principles of the Charter are, by far, greater than the Organization in 
which they are embodied, and the aims which they are to safeguard are 
holier than the policies of any single nation or people. As a servant of the 
Organization, the Secretary-General has the duty to maintain his usefulness 
by avoiding public stands on conflicts between Member Nations unless and 
until such an action might help to resolve the conflict. However, the dis- 
cretion and impartiality thus imposed on the Secretary-General by the 
character of his immediate task may not degenerate into a policy of ex- 
pediency. He must also be a servant of the principles of the Charter, and 
its aims must ultimately determine what for him is right and wrong. For that 
he must stand. A Secretary-General cannot serve on any other assumption 
than that—within the necessary limits of human frailty and honest differences 
of opinion—all Member Nations honour their pledge to observe all Articles 
of the Charter. He should also be able to assume that those organs which 
are charged with the task of upholding the Charter will be in the position 
to fulfill their task. 

The bearing of what I have just said must be obvious to all without any 
elaboration from my side. Were the Members to consider that another view 
of the duties of the Secretary-General than the one here stated would 
better serve the interests of the Organization it is their obvious right to act 
accordingly.® 
This declaration, expressing Mr. Hammarskjéld’s conception of his 
Office, not only won him the Council’s confidence during the Suez 
crisis but also resulted in his unanimous election to a second five-year 
term of Office. This second term, moreover, was marked by a growing 
tendency in both the General Assembly and the Security Council to 
grant the Secretary-General broad powers for the exercise of his “quiet 
diplomacy.” The Assembly requested Mr. Hammarskjéld to facilitate the 
withdrawal of foreign troops during the Lebanese crisis in 1958. In 1960, 
when racial violence in the Union of South Africa convened the Security 
Council in an emergency session, a strong resolution against the Union 
government would have produced a British or French veto whereas a 
weak resolution might have provoked a Soviet veto. But East and West 
and colonial and anticolonial governments alike were able to agree on a 
mild resolution requesting the Secretary-General to use his good offices 
with the Union government in order to ameliorate racial tensions. 

In mid-1960, when the Belgian withdrawal from the Congo left the 
new republic strife-torn and threatened by Great Power intervention on 
the model of the Spanish Civil War, the talents of the Secretary-General 
were called upon once more. Acting under the authority of the Security 
Council, he organized a United Nations Force, excluding the Great 
Powers, which was to restore peace and order in the Congo until re- 
sponsible self-government could be established. When the Congo was 
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threatened by civil war through the secession of the province of Katanga, 
Mr. Hammarskjéld—again after securing Security Council authorization 
—entered Katanga at the head of the United Nations Force to prevent 
a major conflagration. By this time, the Secretary-General had won the 
respect of most observers and had established the unique political value 
and significance of his Office. As James Reston put it in August 1960: 


In the present state of diplomatic relations between East and West, tiais 
unlikely that agreement could have been reached between Washington and 
Moscow on what should be done [in the Congo]. But in the all-night debate 
both the United States and the Soviet Union were able to agree, as they have 
had to do in several crises in the past, to trust in the intervention of the U.N. 
Secretary-General, Dag Hammarskjéld. 

This remarkable man is proving to be one of the great natural resources 
in the world today, and it is difficult to think of another in the field of world 
diplomacy who could do the job as well. 

He is tireless. He is infinitely patient. He is sensitive to the slightest 
troublesome breeze in the world. He knows exactly what his job will let 
him do and forbid him from doing. And he knows when to be ambiguous; 
he also knows when to be precise. 

When he said that the Congo was “a question of peace or war,” the Se- 
curity Council paid attention, because he does not use three-letter words 
often or carelessly. 

That he has exercised these powers with such skill as to win the respect, 
if not the affection, of the contending states is one reason why the U.N. is 
now a refuge for common sense in a satanic world.?° 


As the Congo crisis developed further, however, Hammarskjéld began 
to run into major difficulties. Though ordered to do so by Patrice Lu- 
mumba, the deposed Premier of the fledgling republic, he refused to 
withdraw the United Nations Peace Force. He maintained that Lu- 
mumba did not speak for the Congo and that it was necessary for the 
Force to remain until peace and order were restored. This action resulted 
in a vehement attack on the Secretary-General by the Soviet Union, 
which had supported Lumumba in the Congolese power struggle. Dis- 
appointed by its setback in the Congo, the Soviet Union now accused 
the Secretary-General of having exceeded his authority. At the Fifteenth 
General Assembly, Premier Khrushchev violently attacked Mr. Hammatr- 
skjéld, demanded that his Office be abolished, and proposed that in his 
place there ought to be a three-man committee representing the Com- 
munist bloc, the Western bloc, and the uncommitted countries. The 
Secretary-General refused to resign and stated that he was no longer 
deferring primarily to the Great Powers—a radical shift from his posi- 
tion during the Suez crisis. His position was firm and clear: “I would 
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rather see that Office (the Secretary-Generalship) break on strict ad- 
herence to the principle of independence, impartiality and objectivity 
than drift on the basis of compromise.” 

The Assembly affirmed his stand by a resounding vote of confidence 
of 70 to o with the nine Soviet bloc countries, the Union of South 
Africa and France abstaining. While it thus seemed clear that the Soviet 
triumvirate proposal would not be adopted, two other suggestions were 
made, both with a view to curtailing the Secretary-General’s powers. 
Premier Nkrumah of Ghana offered a plan to equip the Secretary-Gen- 
eral with three deputies, chosen from the East, West, and neutralist 
blocs, each with “clearly defined authority” in United Nations affairs. 
And Prime Minister Nehru of India proposed an advisory committee 
from different geographical areas, a sort of inner cabinet whose views and 
perhaps even approval would have to be sought on any important 
matters. 

The tragic death of Dag Hammarskjéld on the eve of the opening of 
the Sixteenth General Assembly caused great anxiety, since the Soviet 
Union had a veto over the election of a successor. Actually, the Soviet 
leadership was quite aware that it could not get the “troika” plan through 
the Assembly, but hopeful that it would be able to effect a drastic cut- 
back in the power of the Office. The United States attempted to rally 
the General Assembly behind its view that the Secretary-General’s 
authority must not be compromised and that a single person be named 
in an acting capacity until a new Secretary-General could be elected. 
President Kennedy expressed this view forcefully before the Assembly: 


However difficult it may be to fill Mr. Hammarskjold’s place, it can better be 
filled by one man rather than by three. Even the three horses of the troika 
did not have three drivers, all going in different directions. They had only 
one, and so must the United Nations executive. To install a triumvirate, or 
any rotating authority, in the United Nations administrative offices would 
replace order with anarchy, action with paralysis, and confidence with con- 
fusion.” 


A number of Soviet attempts to get support for a “troika” at the under- 
secretary level were unsuccessful and, on November 3, 1961, the General 
Assembly upon recommendation of the Security Council unanimously 
named U Thant of Burma Acting Secretary-General for the remainder of 
Dag Hammarskjold’s term. 

This decision postponed the “troika” issue until April 10, 1963, when 
Hammarskjéld’s term of office was to expire. But Soviet reservations 
about U Thant were apparently dispelled by his conciliatory mediation 


286 United Nations System and Political Order 


during the Cuban crisis of 1962, and he was elected to a full term, 
retroactive, according to his own wish, to his designation as Acting 
Secretary-General. The Office itself had now moved eastward from 
Trygve Lie of Norway, a NATO country, and Hammarskjéld of neutral 
Sweden, to a citizen of a neutralist country in Asia. 

U Thant, though very different in background and training from his 
predecessor, nevertheless introduced no sharp changes in policy. Most of 
his energies at first were taken up with the continuing crisis in the Congo 
and the looming threat of bankruptcy which the Organization faced as 
a result of having mounted two major peace-keeping operations. Still as 
Acting Secretary-General he played a major role in the establishment of 
the UN Temporary Executive Authority (UNTEA), which supervised 
the transfer of West New Guinea from the Netherlands to Indonesia. 
And in 1964 he met a major challenge when called upon to put together 
a UN peace force to keep apart the warring factions on Cyprus and to 
prepare the way for a more fundamental solution for the problems of 
that tormented island. 

In a general evaluation of the Secretary-Generalship, it is probably 
fair to say, as did Trygve Lie upon looking backward on his experience, 
that the Office is “in many ways .. . far ahead of our times.”1* And 
always, it remains beset by an unavoidable dilemma. If, in the fulfillment 
of his duties, the Secretary-General speaks out too loudly, he will incur 
the wrath of one or more of the Great Powers and thus doom himself to 
inefhcacy. Yet if he refuses to speak out at all, he dooms himself to 
sterility. To live under the strains of this dilemma and play the most 
forceful possible part in the work of the United Nations in spite of it 
requires a most gifted and unusual man. 

If the Secretary-General is the world’s chief civil servant, the United 
Nations Secretariat is its international civil service. This international 
staff has not limited its activities solely to United Nations Headquarters 
in New York City. Each of the autonomous specialized agencies in the 
United Nations family has its own Director-General and secretariat. The 
functions of the various levels of the Secretariat have been largely of a 
“housekeeping” nature. The Secretariat’s responsibilities have been 
legion and have included the planning of conferences, the gathering of 
information, interpreting, and the publication of a yearbook. In all these 
activities the international civil servant must demonstrate scrupulous 
objectivity in order not to antagonize any member government. Em- 
ployment policy for members of the Secretariat was laid down in Article 
101 of the Charter: 
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The paramount consideration in the employment of the staff and in the 
determination of the conditions of service shall be the necessity of securing 
the highest standards of efficiency, competence, and integrity. Due regard 
shall be paid to the importance of recruiting the staff on as wide a geographi- 
cal basis as possible. 


It was hoped to combine the principles of merit and geography. 
While competence should be the main criterion, a truly international 
service could not be indifferent to considerations of nationality. But once 
a national of a member state had joined the Secretariat he was expected 
to take an oath of allegiance to the United Nations and not to accept 
instructions from any government. In other words, during the time of 
his tenure the world civil servant—like his chief, the Secretary-General 
—was expected to contribute to international order-building by develop- 
ing a loyalty to the world community. 

The potential and at times actual conflict between the demands of a 
national and a world outlook have frequently placed a great strain on 
members of the Secretariat and on the Secretary-General. A principal 
source of that strain was the United States government which, in the 
early 1950's, subjected American members of the Secretariat to intensive 
loyalty investigations. Although not a single member was convicted, large 
sections of the American public began to regard the Secretariat as a 
sanctuary for American Communists and saboteurs. The United States 
government exerted great pressure on Trygve Lie to dismiss those Ameri- 
can members of his staff who had been accused of disloyalty to the 
United States. The Secretary-General faced a formidable dilemma: if he 
acceded to the American demands, he would impugn the integrity of 
the international civil service; if he refused, he ran the risk of alienating 
a government without whose support the United Nations could hardly 
continue to exist. In his plight, he asked the opinion of a special com- 
mittee of legal advisors. This group suggested that membership in the 
Secretariat in no way abrogated the loyalty a person owed to the state of 
which he was a citizen, and that, therefore, Lie was justified in dismissing 
“disloyal” Americans. Accordingly, nine American members of the 
Secretariat with permanent contracts who had refused to answer ques- 
tions of investigating committees or had invoked the Constitutional 
privilege of silence were dismissed from active service. One year later, 
however, an Administrative Tribunal of the United Nations ruled that 
the dismissed employees were entitled to compensation. The General 
Assembly—over American opposition—voted to make amends after 
having requested an advisory opinion of the World Court, which sup- 
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ported the view of the Administrative Tribunal. Nevertheless, the U.S. 
Congress, in a concurrent resolution, declared that no American funds 
paid to the UN could be used to pay compensation to the dismissed UN 
officials.1# 

This episode demonstrated that in a conflict between national and 
world loyalty in the Secretariat, the national probably remains para- 
mount. This is further borne out by the fact that in early 1961, the Soviet 
Union extended its critique of the Secretary-General to the Secretariat 
and demanded that the entire staff be reorganized on the basis of equal 
representation for “the three main groups of states—socialist, neutralist, 
and Western.” Thus, until the international civil service can ask for 
and find in its members unreserved world loyalty, the Secretariat mem- 
ber must continue to reconcile his national and international allegiances 
as best he can. That a fruitful synthesis between national and world 
loyalty is indeed possible has been demonstrated in a classic statement 
by C. Wilfred Jenks, one of the early pioneers of a global civil service: 


A lack of attachment to any one country does not constitute an interna- 
tional outlook. A superior indifference to the emotions and prejudices of 
those whose world is bounded by the frontiers of a single state does not 
constitute an international outlook. A blurred indistinctness of attitude 
toward all questions, proceeding from a freedom of prejudice born of lack 
of vitality, does not constitute an international outlook. The international 
outlook required of the international civil servant is an awareness made 
instinctive by habit of the needs, emotions, and prejudices of the peoples 
of differently-circumstanced countries, as they are felt and expressed by the 
peoples concerned, accompanied by a capacity for weighing these frequently 
imponderable elements in a judicial manner before reaching any decision 
to which they are relevant. 


It could justly be said of the United Nations civil service that seldom 
has so much been done for so many by so few. In New York, Rome, 
Paris, Geneva, and Vienna, there have emerged small but compact nuclei 
of a nascent world loyalty. ‘They have often been threatened with disin- 
tegration but have always managed somehow to survive. 

“It may be true,” said Dag Hammarskjéld shortly before he died, “that 
in a very deep human sense there is no neutral individual, because every- 
one, if he is worth anything, has to have his ideas and ideals. . . . But 
what-I do claim is that even a man who is in that sense not neutral can 
very well undertake and carry through neutral actions because that is an 
act of integrity.”1° This statement, which was made in response to 
Premier Khrushchev’s blunt assertion that no man could be neutral, 
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probably best expresses the philosophical conception of the international 
civil service. 


CASE STUDY OF A UNITED NATIONS SPECIALIZED AGENCY: 
THE INTERNATIONAL REFUGEE ORGANIZATION 


An account of the major organs of the United Nations by no means 
exhausts the story of the entire United Nations family. While we have 
indicated the functions of the UN’s various specialized agencies, space 
does not permit a complete survey of their activities. Instead, therefore, 
we shall present a case study of one of the United Nations’ more ambi- 
tious enterprises in international collaboration, the International Refugee 
Organization (IRO). 

The origins and accomplishments of the International Refugee Organi- 
zation constitute one of the truly exciting episodes of recent times. 
Like the other specialized agencies, the IRO was based on the function- 
alist premise that working together in social and humanitarian matters 
would prove conducive to international order-building in political affairs 
as well. The common task that was to bind East and West together in 
the IRO was the salvaging of over a million European refugees and 
displaced persons who had been uprooted by the events of World War 
II and who were awaiting their deliverance in numerous displaced 
persons camps in Central Europe. Most of them were refugees from 
Communist-dominated countries. 

East and West differed sharply on the nature and task of the proposed 
International Refugee Organization. The Western countries felt that 
political dissidence was a legitimate phenomenon. In view of the fact 
that voluntary repatriation had practically reached a standstill, the 
logical task of the new organ would, therefore, be the resettlement and 
permanent re-establishment of the remaining refugees. The position of 
the Eastern countries, on the other hand, did not admit the existence 
of bona fide refugees not wishing to return. Such persons were ipso 
facto traitorous and reprehensible. The only just course would, therefore, 
be speedy repatriation and retribution. 

In its broad implications, the Western position defended the night 
of the individual to differ politically from his government. The Soviet 
position denied that right and considered it a punishable offense. ‘The 
West visualized the IRO as primarily a service organ for the re-establish- 
ment of the political dissident in a more friendly environment, while 
in the minds of the delegates from the East, the punitive element in 
the character of the projected refugee organization assumed top priority. 
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The Western powers insisted that repatriation must remain voluntary, 
whereas the Eastern governments repeatedly stated and continuously 
implied the principle of enforced repatriation of all their dissident 
nationals. The West envisaged the IRO as a service organ for the 
benefit of individuals, whereas the East conceived of it as an instrument 
for the attainment of the political aims of states. 

The issue came to a vote on December 15, 1946, in the General 
Assembly. It showed 30 member nations in favor of the Western 
position, and 5 against, with 18 abstentions. As a result, the Soviet 
Union and its satellites refused to join the new organization. This 
repudiation of the IRO by the Soviet bloc made possible a greater 
efficiency in the discharge of the agency’s responsibilities, since the 
states now participating could be counted on at least to agree as to the 
Organization’s basic purposes. On the other hand, the unfortunate price 
of this assurance of greater efficiency was the abandonment of the IRO’s 
truly universal character. 

For at least a part of the international community, the founding 
of the International Refugee Organization represented a considerable 
about-face with respect to the refugee problem. For the first time in 
history, sovereign nation-states made a determined effort to come to the 
defense of the homeless and destitute. By their firm stand the Western 
powers probably saved hundreds of thousands of innocent human beings 
from a tragic fate in forced labor camps behind the Iron Curtain. The 
International Refugee Organization was thus to be the first great inter- 
national humanitarian experiment to approach the refugee problem in 
its totality. In that sense, the blood, tears, and despair of Buchenwald, 
Auschwitz, and Bergen-Belsen had perhaps not been entirely in vain. 

In order to accomplish its huge task, the administrative machinery of 
the International Refugee Organization was ten times as large as that of 
the average United Nations specialized agency and comparable in size 
to the United Nations Headquarters Secretariat. The hierarchy of IRO’s 
5600 civil servants had its apex in the Organization’s Director-General. 
Although the Organization could boast an annual budget three times as 
large as the United Nations itself and a staff similar in size to that of 
the parent body, IRO’s membership base was the most narrow of all the 
international organizations affiliated with the United Nations. With a 
membership of only eighteen nations, IRO was the least international 
of the specialized agencies. ‘The eighteen members of IRO were Canada, 
the Dominican Republic, France, Guatemala, Netherlands, Norway, 
United Kingdom, United States, Australia, Belgium, China, Iceland, 
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New Zealand, Denmark, Luxembourg, Italy, Switzerland, and Vene- 
zuela, 

The 5600 civil servants of IRO did their job with extraordinary zeal 
and devotion. Although the staff members came from many different 
lands and spoke many different languages, their dedication to the com- 
mon cause resulted in an esprit de corps that came close to transcending 
petty national jealousies. The devotion of everyone concerned to the 
salvation of people in distress even lent a certain romantic flavor to the 
enterprise and helped establish a remarkable camaraderie. 

When IRO began operations in July 1947, it issued to all eligible refu- 
gees a “document in lieu of Passport” which was recognized by thirty-two 
governments. ‘This document clarified the refugee’s status and enabled 
him to reside indefinitely, work, marry, divorce, and finally die, legally. 
And while it was thus possible for him to live within the law in countries 
of asylum, the refugee was at the same time given the legal right to enter 
a new life in the country of resettlement, where the document was 
accepted by immigration authorities as a first step toward naturalization. 

IRO was well aware, of course, that only by permanent reintegration 
of its refugees into nation-states willing to receive them could it hope to 
complete its work. In theory, three alternatives presented themselves to 
IRO: first, repatriation to the refugee’s country of origin; second, re- 
settlement into new national homes; and finally, settlement by integra- 
tion into the local economy. 

As the political atmosphere between East and West increased in 
tension, the IRO found greater and greater resistance to repatriation on 
the part of its refugees. The reasons given were largely political. Re- 
patriates did not wish to submit to the totalitarian regimes established 
under Soviet leadership and feared possible persecution by them. Actual 
or possible presence of Soviet troops in their home country, the increas- 
ing power of the security police, gradual nationalization of land and 
industry, the way in which elections were conducted, lack of religious 
freedom—all acted as deterrents to repatriation. Owing to conditions of 
overpopulation and unemployment, integration into the local economies 
also proved unworkable in most cases. Hence, IRO’s greatest accomplish- 
ment was of necessity in the realm of overseas resettlement. Indeed, 
over 90 per cent of its wards, 1,038,750 people in all, found new homes 
in sixty-five different lands. In sheer quantitative terms, this was an 
unprecedented feat. Prior to IRO, no organization, national or interna- 
tional, had even envisaged the possibility of mass overseas migration for 
refugees. 
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Throughout all its resettlement operations, moreover, IRO attempted, 
also, to safeguard and protect the human rights of its refugees. By tum- 
ing displaced persons camps into educational centers, IRO trained the 
refugees to become useful future citizens. Before actual movement took 
place, the Organization made sure that the recipient country’s condi- 
tions of immigration met certain minimal standards of human decency 
and justice. All governments with which the Organization concluded 
agreements liberalized their conditions during the negotiations, although 
the Organization had no power of enforcement once the refugees had 
left its assembly centers. 

Although IRO always attempted to “sell” it wards for as high a price 
as possible, it recognized that nations exacted a price, and sometimes a 
heavy price, for the bestowal of their citizenship. None knew better than 
the IRO officials that refugee status could effectively come to an end 
only with the acquisition of a new nationality. Since the Organization 
itself could not protect the human rights of its refugees indefinitely, it 
sometimes had to compromise even with nations that saw in the refugee 
nothing but an economic asset to be exploited. But the record is a mixed 
one. If some governments agreed to admit refugees only on purely 
utilitarian grounds, others offered a haven out of undiluted humanitarian 
considerations. 

In the final analysis, the Organization could not take the place of a 
nation-state. ‘The IRO passport, though greatly respected, could not 
guarantee the human rights of a refugee once he had entered a sovereign 
state. In a sense, the resettlement operation of IRO was but the success- 
ful functioning of a huge international transport agency dedicated to 
transferring refugees from areas where the dignity and inviolability of the 
individual human being were not recognized, to other areas of the world 
where such rights were held in esteem. But the magnitude of the job 
that was done bears testimony to the fact that at least part of the interna- 
tional community showed enough political wisdom and social conscious- 
ness to gather its resources in a concerted effort to find new homes for 
the uprooted throughout the Western world. 

Notwithstanding their foresight and devotion to the refugee cause, 
the founders of the International Refugee Organization had labored 
under one persistent illusion: that the refugee problem was a temporary 
one. Not realizing that the problem was a reflection of the malaise of 
the international body politic as a whole, they optimistically established 
TRO as merely a “nonpermanent specialized agency.” 

Most member governments of the Organization were willing to extend 
its life provided that the United States, bearing the largest financial 
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responsibility, would continue to meet the same obligations as hereto- 
fore. But the United States, deeply involved in the Korean War, was 
unwilling to continue its large financial commitment to IRO. As a result, 
in February 1952 the activities of this international experiment in hu- 
manitarianism came to a standstill. 

The International Refugee Organization was, then, another link in a 
procession of temporary agencies that have dealt with the refugee prob- 
lem. It was unique, however, in that it had proved once and for all that 
the resettlement and favorable absorption of large numbers of refugees 
in the democratic nations was possible. But even while the Organization 
was closing its doors, thousands of new refugees were crossing the borders 
of countries where freedom had become extinct. The refugee was indeed 
a lasting phenomenon and IRO, instead of achieving—as it had hoped 
and intended—a complete solution of a temporary problem, only suc- 
ceeded in achieving a partial solution of a permanent one. 

The IRO experience demonstrated that the functionalist dream, hop- 
ing for a slow development of habits of collaboration between East and 
West in refugee work, was indeed only a dream. The refugee problem 
was itself too political to lend itself to such an approach. In fact, instead 
of bringing East and West closer together, IRO tended to push them 
further apart. But though IRO thus failed to contribute to international 
order-building, it did salvage over a million homeless people. And it did 
so by adhering to the principle that all men everywhere should be 
allowed freedom from fear and liberty of individual decision.1* 


FINANCING THE UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM 


Before attempting a general evaluation of the United Nations system, 
a word must be said about financing, especially in view of the fact that 
this issue threw the Organization into a major crisis in the early 1960’s. 
While the United Nations was engaged in major peace-keeping respon- 
sibilities, there was never a shortage of Cassandras predicting that the 
Organization would end with a bang. However, during the height of the 
UN Operation in the Congo there existed a real possibility that it might 
end with a whimper. A fiscal crisis developed in the early 1960’s that 
became a threat to the very life of the Organization. The heart of the 
crisis lay squarely in two operations that the United Nations had 
mounted to keep the peace: the United Nations Emergency Force in 
the Middle East (UNEF) in 1956 and the United Nations Congo Force 
(ONUC) in 1960. 

Altogether, the UN system spends about half a billion dollars annually 
—or about one sixth of what it takes to run the New York City govern- 
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ment for a year. First, there is the regular assessed budget for the normal 
day-to-day expenses of the Organization, amounting to a little over 
$80,000,000 a year. Second, there are the assessed budgets of the spe- 
cialized agencies, which come to a roughly comparable sum. Third, there 
are the special voluntary programs such as the Children’s Fund, which 
subsist solely on the generosity of governments’ and private citizens’ 
voluntary contributions, amounting to approximately $200,000,000 a year 
for five programs. And finally, there are the peace force budgets: ONUC, 
which for the first three years cost about $120,000,000 a year, and UNEF, 
which costs around $20,000,000 a year. It is at payments for these peace- 
keeping operations that many governments have balked. As a result, by 
1964, the United Nations was over $140,000,000 in debt for them. 

Never have so many people argued so much about so little money, the 
reason being that the financial problem of the peace-keeping operations 
has, in reality, been a political problem. The financial crisis is first and 
foremost a political crisis over the proper role that the UN is to play in 
the national policies of its member states. And only secondarily is it a 
crisis over the financial burdens of UN membership. 

When the General Assembly authorized the establishment of UNEF 
in 1956, Dag Hammarskjéld urged that a Special Account be set up to 
finance the Force as a collective responsibility of the entire membership. 
Most of the Western members supported the Secretary-General in this 
view, but the Soviet bloc asserted that the “aggressors” should pay, 
namely Britain, France, and Israel. Between these two opposing views, 
yet a third emerged: most of the new nations claimed that everyone 
should pay something, but that the Great Powers, which had special 
privileges under the Charter, should also shoulder special responsibilities 
and pick up the major portion of the bill. This “rebate formula” won 
the day: the costs of UNEF were assessed upon the membership, but 
the underdeveloped nations were given rebates of 50 per cent and the 
wealthier nations were invited to make up the deficits through volun- 
tary contributions. 

During the next few years, however, deficits gradually developed. The 
Soviet Union, for example, opposed the Force on political grounds and 
hence was unwilling to pay. And many of the smaller nations, though 
approving of the Force, claimed that they were unable to pay even their 
reduced assessments. By 1960, when the Congo Force was created, the 
problem of arrears had all the earmarks of a major crisis. 

The problem of paying for the $120,000,000 ONUC budget brought 
the United Nations to the brink of bankruptcy. The Secretary-General 
once again supported the principle of collective responsibility. This time 
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the Western nations broke ranks. France was unwilling to pay and joined 
the Soviet Union in its political opposition. The majority of the mem- 
bership agreed to another rebate formula, but this time the reductions 
granted the poorer states reached 80 per cent. 

The deficits now began to mount sharply. Two permanent members 
were unwilling to pay, and over half the membership claimed incapacity 
to pay. By late 1961 the UN debt approached the $100,000,000 mark, 
and the General Assembly was forced to take emergency action. First, it 
authorized a $200,000,000 bond issue and invited governments to sub- 
scribe, hoping to tide the peace forces over until a more permanent 
solution could be found. And second, it requested an Advisory Opinion 
of the World Court as to the legal status of the peace force assessments. 
(For a full discussion of this Opinion, see Chapter 9.) The response to 
the bond issue was fairly generous. By 1963 sixty governments had pur- 
chased approximately three fourths of the total subscription, with the 
United States buying half of the total amount. This made it possible to 
meet the costs of the two forces until early 1963 without having to 
assess the membership during that period. The Court Opinion, as we 
have seen in the preceding chapter, did not persuade the Soviet Union 
and France to clear their accounts, but did elicit payments from nu- 
merous smaller nations, totalling over $6,000,000. 

With the bond money exhausted, the General Assembly had to meet 
in emergency session in May 1963. It appropriated an amount of 
$42,500,000 for the two peace forces for the last six months of 1963 and 
granted a 55 per cent reduction to the developing countries. In Decem- 
ber it appropriated $17,750,000 for UNEF for 1964, but decided to allot 
only $15,000,000 to carry ONUC until the end of June 1964. The 
majority of the members were in no mood to continue massive peace- 
keeping operations indefinitely. The combined cash appropriations for 
UNEF and ONUC for 1964 amounted to less than one fourth of those 
appropriated for 1963. 

In keeping with its increasingly conservative mood, the General As- 
sembly gradually retreated from the principle of collective responsibility 
for the funding of peace-keeping operations. Thus, in 1962 the costs 
of the UN Temporary Executive Authority in West New Guinea 
(UNTEA) were divided evenly between the two direct beneficiaries, the 
Netherlands and Indonesia, and in 1963 the costs of a UN Observer 
Group sent to Yemen were split between Egypt and Saudi Arabia. And 
in 1964, the costs of the UN Peace Force dispatched to Cyprus had to 
be raised through voluntary contributions. 

At the heart of the financial crisis is, of course, the fact that no power, 


296 United Nations System and Political Order 


least of all a great power, will adopt or easily pay for a policy that it con- 
siders inimical to its national interest. Thus, the United States has sup- 
ported the peace forces essentially because it has found them compatible 
with its own national goals. Yet the question might well be raised as to 
what United States policy toward ONUC might have been if Kasavubu 
instead of Lumumba had been killed. And the Soviet Union has opposed 
the peace forces because UNEF challenged the formation of a Soviet 
bridgehead in the Middle East and ONUC forced the liquidation of a 
Soviet bridgehead in the Congo. To sum up, the positions of the major 
powers have relatively little to do with finances per se. In the case of the 
middle and smaller powers, money per se has played a far larger and, in 
some instances, a decisive role. Hence, while the financial crisis of UNEF 
and ONUC is caused primarily by the political attitude of the few, it 
has been deepened considerably by the real or alleged financial limita- 
tions of the many. 

In the last analysis, the difficulties that plague the financial structure 
of the United Nations are largely symptoms of the great political rifts 
that characterize the contemporary international scene. The quest for 
technical formulas and legal or fiscal remedies will probably not succeed 
unless it is preceded by more fundamental political accommodation. 
Such accommodation must await a greater degree of harmony among 
the differing conceptions of what member states want the United Na- 
tions to be: a conference forum with no executive or legislative powers 
—which is the goal of those wishing to “walk backwards into the future”; 
an organization with very limited and carefully circumscribed executive 
powers—which, with variations, is the view of most member states; or 
an organization of increasing independence and authority—more than 
the mere sum total of its parts—which was the aim of the late Secretary- 
General when he first defended the financing of peace forces as a col- 
lective responsibility of the entire membership.18 


The United Nations in Perspective 


We are now ready to attempt a somewhat more general analysis of the 
United Nations family. A look at the record of each of the member 
organs shows clearly that in no case have the hopes of the United 
Nations’ founders been realized completely. Each organ has developed a 
life of its own, often quite different from the original conception, and 
has made its own unique contribution. 


The United Nations in Perspective 297 


The record of the Security Council is uneven. It has not attained the 
goal of collective security, but the Great Powers have often been able to 
agree on investing the Secretary-General with sweeping responsibilities 
for keeping the peace. ‘The General Assembly has certainly not become 
the world’s Parliament, but has shown a capacity for improvisation far 
greater than any of the UN’s founders would have dared to predict. In 
effect, it has become collective security’s second line of defense and has 
played a major role in the establishment and political direction of UN 
peace-keeping operations. It has also shown a remarkable talent for 
international law-making, exemplified by the Statute creating the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency. And it continues to be the last remain- 
ing global forum in which the two great political struggles are waged in 
an atmosphere of parliamentarianism. Neither ECOSOC nor the spe- 
cialized agencies have realized the original functionalist hope, since most 
economic, social, and cultural work has been too permeated with politi- 
cal significance. But the proliferation of functional agencies under the 
aegis of ECOSOC has yielded a multitude of global “good works” of 
unprecedented magnitude and unquestioned value. While colonial de- 
pendencies have not become “sacred trusts of civilization,” the Trustee- 
ship System has doubtless contributed to the peaceful liquidation of 
Western colonialism. But unless new Trusts are added, the Trusteeship 
Council may disappear from the United Nations family. Much could be 
gained if the concept of trusteeship were applied to the more explosive 
of the remaining colonies. The World Court’s role has been modest. It 
has not been able to contribute much to global order-building but has 
managed to consolidate the gains of international law in the Western 
world. Of all the United Nations organs, the Office of the Secretary- 
General has come closest to approximating the conception of the 
framers of the Charter. It has, indeed, become the repository of an 
invaluable new treasure—international statesmanship. 

In the final analysis, the most striking characteristics of the United 
Nations have been its elasticity and adaptability. The League of Nations, 
which did not subscribe to as eclectic an approach to peace as the United 
Nations, crumbled after the first onslaughts. The United Nations, on 
the other hand, has developed multiple lines of defense against war. In 
its short life span it has been tested at least as severely as was the League 
of Nations. It has managed to respond to a multitude of challenges with 
amazing resiliency, an unmatched gift for innovation and improvisation, 
and a realistic sense of the politically possible. 

What has not killed the United Nations has made it stronger. 
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¥%- Regionalism and 


Political Order 


Ours is essentially a tragic age, so we refuse 
to take it tragically. The cataclysm has 
happened, we are among the ruins, we 
start to build up new little habitats, to 
have new little hopes. It is rather hard 
work: there is now no smooth road into 
the future: but we go round, or scramble 
over the obstacles. We've got to live, no 
matter how many skies haye fallen. 


D. H. LAWRENCE 
Lady Chatterley’s Lover 


The Idea of Regionalism 


Regionalism may be defined as a grouping of three or more states whose 
goal is the formation of a distinct political entity. A regional arrange- 
ment is a voluntary association of sovereign states that have developed 
fairly elaborate organizational tools to forge among them such bonds of 
unity. A purely military alliance among nations that do not pursue the 
goal of political order-building is not a regional arrangement. The ‘Triple 
Entente was a purely military pact, but NATO, though primarily de- 
vised for defensive purposes, may be considered a regional arrangement 
since it has developed purposes other than military. 

We have seen the role of regional arrangements as instruments of the 
international struggle for power. We shall now analyze their role as 
contributors to international order. Before we proceed to representative 
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case studies, however, we must examine the concept of regionalism as a 
form of order-builder. 

Regionalism is based on the assumption that universalism is today 
still premature and too ambitious. Those who feel that the time is not 
yet ripe for order-building on a global scale want to use regionalism as 
an essential steppingstone. They envisage the development of political 
unity within delimited geographic areas, which could then be used as 
building blocks in the construction of a future, world-wide political 
order. The classic statement of this idea is that of Clarence K. Streit 
who, in his Union Now, proposed the unification of democratic countries 
in order to form the nucleus for a future world government. Streit con- 
ceived of regionalism as a vital intermediate stage in an organic evolution 
toward the more ambitious goal of globalism. Other proponents of 
regionalism, however, have felt that in view of the continuing hetero- 
geneity of the world, it as yet makes little sense to speak of a world-wide 
political order at all. First, they insist, a universal framework of values 
and a global sense of community must be developed. 

Regionalist thinkers have differed not only on goals but also on 
methods. Some have preferred the federal approach to order-building. 
This approach has emphasized the necessity for participating states to 
yield parts of their sovereignty to a “supra-national” body. The latter 
would then, in effect, have some of the powers of a new state and its 
decisions would be binding on the member governments. The federal 
approach has tended to concentrate especially on the legal instruments 
of order-building, such as constitutions. Still other regionalists have 
advocated the functional method, and have pointed out the necessity for 
economic, social, and cultural cooperation as a prerequisite to political 
integration. The functionalists have tended to shy away from the 
formation of “supra-national” organs and, instead, have encouraged the 
development of as many forms of intergovernmental collaboration as 
possible. 

We have seen earlier how little we know about the nature and the 
causes of war. ‘This is, of course, simply another way of admitting how 
little we know about the process of political order-building. Little em- 
pirical work has been done to examine the claims of the regionalists in 
relation to world order, or the approach of the federalists as opposed 
to that of the functionalists. Most of the arguments advanced have been 
based on the dubious foundations of historical analogy, popular belief, 
and dogmatic preference. There is ample descriptive and analytical 
literature about the regional and global arrangements that already exist, 
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but very little material on the process whereby regional orders are ac- 
tually built. The most illuminating study of this kind has been prepared 
by a group of scholars at Princeton University.! This study made a care- 
ful analysis of ten cases in which regional order-building had attained 
the level of “security-communities,” a condition in which warfare among 
the members had become so highly improbable as to be practically 
out of the question. The authors distinguished between two types of 
“security-community”: one that had resulted from a formal merger of 
previously independent units into a single larger unit—like the United 
States; and a second, of a more pluralistic nature, which retained the 
legal independence of separate governments. This pioneering study in 
the formation of “security-communities” affords some penetrating in- 
sights into the dynamics of regionalism. 

The Princeton study cast serious doubt on the validity of several 
popular beliefs that have long served as premises for regionalist thinking. 
The study exploded the notion of an organic, almost automatic evolu- 
tion of the world into larger units; in fact, the authors pointed out that 
the closer they got historically to modern conditions and to our own 
time, the more difficult it was to find the successful formation of 
“security-communities.” Nor did the widely held belief that the estab- 
lishment of one successful “security-community” would have a band- 
wagon effect stand up under scrutiny. Even more important, the authors 
placed in question the popular notion that a principal motive for the 
regional integration of states had been the fear of anarchy or of warfare 
among themselves. These important negative findings were matched by 
equally significant positive insights into the nature of the integrative 
process. 

The authors isolated several conditions that they considered essential 
for the establishment of regional “security-communities.” In all success- 
ful cases they found a compatibility of values and expectations among 
the participating units. These “common values” were most helpful when 
they were incorporated in similar types of political institutions, thus 
creating a common political “way of life.’ The authors further discov- 
ered that the competition between the federalist and the functionalist 
approaches to political order-building was largely irrelevant to the dy- 
namics of regional integration. While they did find that the establish- 
ment of pluralistic “security-communities” through functionalism was 
somewhat easier than the creation of amalgamated “security-communi- 
ties” through federalism, this difference was not considered crucial. 
What did seem decisive for the outcome was whether the integrative 
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process was accompanied by widespread expectations and experiences of 
joint rewards for the participating states. In this regard, the functional 
technique seemed somewhat more successful, since it usually implied 
strong economic ties which, in the cases where regionalism proved 
successful, in turn led to economic rewards for the member states. 
Another essential condition was seen in a marked increase in political 
and administrative capabilities of the participating states, as well as in 
the presence of superior economic growth within the region. Other 
pre-conditions for the establishment of “security-communities” appeared 
to be the presence of a multiplicity of unbroken links of social com- 
munication and considerable mobility of people among the states con- 
cerned. Finally, a degree of mutual predictability of behavior was 
considered an essential prerequisite. 

In addition to these general conditions, the authors developed the 
concept of “take-off,” which they used to describe the conditions most 
favorable to the beginning of regional integration. The study pointed 
out that nations have been more likely to begin the process when they 
have felt strong rather than when they have seen themselves as weak. 
The authors also discovered that a military alliance usually turned out 
to be a relatively poor pathway toward building a “security-community,” 
since “the presence of excessive military commitments—excessive in the 
sense that they were felt at the time to bring considerably more burdens 
than rewards—had a disintegrative effect.”? Finally, the study pointed 
out that not all “security-communities” were “final,” but that, indeed, 
it was possible to cross, recross, or even stand poised upon a broad 
threshold of integration. 

This thoroughgoing study has forced us to re-examine a number of 
widely held beliefs about both the relationship of regionalism to world 
order and the dynamics of the regional order-building process in general. 
None of the ten cases selected for the Princeton study went beyond 
World War II. We shall therefore attempt to apply a similar empirical 
analysis to some of the representative regional political groupings of our 
current period. We must remember, of course, that the process of re- 
gional integration does not proceed only on a political level. Most of the 
existing regional entities have followed a whole range of pathways to 
unity. But each has tended to emphasize one approach more than others. 
NATO, for example, has stressed military bonds of unity; the European 
Coal and Steel Community has operated largely in the realm of eco- 
nomics; and the Council of Europe has stressed the principles of political 
association. ‘The regional arrangements that are based primarily upon 


Political Order-Building in Europe 305 


economic and military premises are discussed elsewhere in this volume. 
(For an analysis of military arrangements, see Chapters 6 and 12; eco- 
nomic arrangements are discussed in Chapters 7 and 13.) The present 
analysis will concern itself with those regional instruments of order- 
building which are primarily political in character. 


Political Order-Building in Europe 


THE COUNCIL OF EUROPE 


The Council of Europe, the ideal of a politically united Europe, has 
its roots in antiquity. It makes its appearance in the political and 
philosophical literature of each major epoch in European civilization. 
But at no time prior to our own era had the movement for European 
unity been a popular one, capturing strong and widespread support. 
Indeed, the European idea had remained largely an abstraction, the 
preserve of philosophers and visionaries. Only after World War I did 
it enter into thinking of statesmen and diplomats as a concrete possibil- 
ity and, perhaps, even as a necessity. The Balkanization of Europe in the 
wake of World War I made many thoughtful observers fearful of the 
danger of a new struggle and so led them to look and work toward the 
gradual acceptance by the sovereign states of Europe of a common 
political mechanism. Foremost among the advocates of a united Europe 
was a Count of the Holy Roman Empire, Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi.* 
He first expressed his thoughts in a book, Pan Europa, published in 
1923, and organized the first Pan-European congress in Vienna which 
mobilized public opinion for his ideas. Ever since, Count Coudenhove 
has worked tirelessly for European unity. The promotional efforts of the 
Count and his followers succeeded, in the inter-war period, in winning 
over several prominent European statesmen. Aristide Briand of France, 
one of the great European figures in the League of Nations, and Gustav 
Stresemann of Germany made European unity a cornerstone of their 
national policies. But these early efforts were doomed to failure. The 
death of Stresemann, the lengthening shadow of Hitler over Europe, and 
the incapacity of the League of Nations drove the ideal of European 
union into temporary eclipse. Yet even during the darkest days of World 
War II, statements by the most prominent European leader of the Allied 
Powers gave indication that the ideal would emerge with increased vi- 
tality once Europe was again at peace. As early as October 1942, 
Winston Churchill expressed the hope that 
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Hard as it is to say now, I trust that the European family may act unitedly 
as one under a Council of Europe. I look forward to a United States of 
Europe in which the barriers between the nations will be greatly minimized 
and unrestricted travel will be possible. We must try to make this Council 
of Europe into a really effective League, with all the strongest forces woven 
into its texture, with a High Court to adjust disputes, and with armed 
forces, national or international or both, held ready to enforce these decisions 
and to prevent renewed aggression and the preparation of future wars. ‘This 
Council when created, must eventually embrace the whole of Europe, and 
all the main branches of the European family must someday be partners 
ingites 

It had taken a Hitler to compel Europe to take union really seriously. 
At war's end, Sir Winston and Count Coudenhove found massive sup- 
port among the statesmen of Europe. In May 1948 an attempt was 
made to organize the first truly continental demonstration of unity— 
the Congress of Europe. This Congress, held at the Hague, was the 
birthplace of the Council of Europe. 

It is noteworthy that each of the major European countries produced 
statesmen deeply committed to the “European Movement.” All of them 
came from the border lands of their respective countries and all of them 
shared a cosmopolitan world view. The list of these European-minded 
political leaders is impressive indeed: Konrad Adenauer of Germany, 
staunch fighter against the tyranny of Hitler and devoted disciple of 
Stresemann’s European policy; Leon Blum and Robert Schuman 
of France, who carried on the tradition of Briand; Alcide de Gasperi 
of Italy, who saw in unity the fulfillment of a Christian ideal; Paul-Henri 
Spaak of Belgium; Sir Winston Churchill, one of the grand architects of 
the idea but one who remained ambivalent about the role of Britain in 
such a venture; and finally, Count Coudenhove, the pioneer who had 
indefatigably prepared the way. 

In January 1949 the foreign ministers of the major European powers 
convened and drafted the Statute of the Council of Europe. The Coun- 
cil’s primary goal, as set forth in Article I, was to be the achievement of 
“a greater unity between its Members for the purpose of safeguarding 
and realizing the ideals and principles which are their common heritage.” 
Progress toward unity was to proceed on several fronts. The Statute 
listed an extensive range of subjects that were to be within the com- 
petence of the Council. Among them were legal matters, human rights, 
and cultural and social questions. While no specific reference was made 
to political questions in the Statute, it was clearly implied that the 
Council was to function as essentially a political body. It was to consist 
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of a Committee of Ministers whose members were to be the Foreign 
Ministers of the member states and of a Consultative Assembly whose 
membership was to be drawn from the legislatures of the participating 
countries. The original membership of the Council comprised ten states: 
Belgium, Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Holland, Nor- 
way, Sweden, and Great Britain. Since then, seven more have been 
added: Austria, West Germany, Greece, Iceland, Cyprus, Turkey, and 
Switzerland. The Council’s membership policy was conceived as open- 
ended and it was hoped that it might serve as a first step toward a 
United States of Europe. 

It is an ancient truth that organizational realities tend to be far more 
modest than the ideas that underlie them. In view of its broad member- 
ship base, it is not surprising that both the Council’s main organs have 
witnessed a continuing struggle between two quite differing conceptions 
of what European unity should be and how it might best be achieved. 
On the one hand have been the “federalists,” favoring a “supra-national” 
organ with real powers; on the other have been the “functionalists,” who 
have advocated the more traditional “transnational” path to unification. 
The former have consistently urged that the member states yield more 
of their sovereignty to the Council, whereas the latter have jealously 
sought to preserve their sovereign rights. The preferability of the “supra- 
national” approach has been defended by France, West Germany, Italy, 
and the Benelux countries, who together have come to be known as “The 
Six.” The more conservative, “transnationalists” have been led by Great 
Britain, who has continued to see herself not only as a European power 
but, at the same time, as the leader of the Commonwealth. This British 
ambivalence toward Europe has been aptly expressed in a classic state- 
ment of Sir Winston Churchill’s: “We have our own dreams and our 
own tasks. We are linked but not comprised. We are with Europe, but 
not of it. We are interested and associated but not absorbed.”® 

The Council’s organizational structure reflects a clear-cut victory for 
the more conservative approach. Neither the Committee of Ministers 
nor the Consultative Assembly has “supra-national” powers. Both are 
intergovernmental arrangements in which sovereignty has been entirely 
preserved. Any resolutions are merely recommendations and must be 
ratified by the participating member states before they become binding. 
The Committee of Ministers is the “executive” organ, consisting of one 
representative from each member state. In principle, these should be the 
respective Foreign Ministers; in practice, they have frequently been 
alternates. All important decisions are made unanimously, “in the belief 
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that this procedure serves the interests of European unity better than 
the imposition of the will of the majority on a reluctant minority.”° 
Once decisions are reached, the Ministers are to take the initiative for 
their adoption in their respective national governments. 

The Council’s deliberative organ has been the Consultative Assembly. 
Its membership has comprised 132 delegates, with representation ranging 
from three in the case of Iceland and Luxembourg to eighteen for 
France, Great Britain, and West Germany. The Assembly has borne 
only a superficial resemblance to a national parliament. Although there 
have developed various party groupings, the Assembly has, in effect, 
been an assembly of individuals rather than a body of legislators repre- 
senting constituencies. In the words of a study report on the Council: 


[It] has in fact become a forum for the expression of opinion on the major 
European problems, but since the representatives who attend its meetings 
have no mandate and represent no electorate, the discussions of the Council 
are not truly representative of European opinion. The Assembly has, how- 
ever, held interesting and important debates on political issues.’ 


One is tempted, in the light of the above, to conclude that the 
Council has been little more than a debating society of European 
parliamentarians on vacation in Strasbourg and speaking for no one but 
themselves. Indeed, such a judgment could be supported by some of the 
facts. For one thing, the mandate of the Council has been so broad 
that it has frequently led to vagueness. The tendency to make unity a 
goal in itself has led to an absence of specific programming. Moreover, 
while the delegates have frequently been enthusiastic about proposals in 
Strasbourg, they have suffered from inertia when it came to taking up 
the same matters in their own parliaments. The main weakness of the 
Council of Europe has thus not been its lack of “supra-national” author- 
ity but its lack of a clearly defined program. The capacity to deal with 
everything in breadth has led to few accomplishments in depth. 
Nevertheless, the organization’s record is not without its significant 
positive achievements. For example, there has developed in the Council 
an interesting tendency toward “transnational” party caucusing. The 
leaders of the Italian Center Party, for instance, have gotten along 
better with their political counterparts in the German and French 
delegations than with their respective opposition parties at home. 
Though the contribution of this phenomenon to regional order-build- 
ing cannot yet be accurately assessed, other achievements of the Council 
have been more concrete. Its most significant accomplishment has been 
in the field of human rights. Intensive debates in both organs of the 
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Council led to a deep concern with this subject in the parliaments of 
the member states. In effect, the Council of Europe thus provided a 
springboard for the adoption of the European Convention of Human 
Rights. This became a legally binding document signed and ratified 
by all members of the Council. The following Human Rights were to 
be guaranteed: 


Security of persons; exemption from slavery and servitude; freedom from 
arbitrary arrest, detention or exile; freedom from arbitrary interference in 
private and family life, home and correspondence; freedom of thought, con- 
science and religion; freedom of opinion and expression; freedom of as- 
sembly; freedom of association; freedom to unite in trade unions; the right 
to marry and found a family. 


Implementing the provisions of the Convention, a European Commis- 
sion on Human Rights was created, the first international body estab- 
lished by governments and competent to receive and act on individual 
petitions concerning violations of the rights set forth in the Con- 
vention. Moreover, there was set up a European Court on Human 
Rights, whose function was to be the adjudication of infringements of 
the Convention. These institutions have gone far beyond the purely 
hortatory Universal Declaration of Human Rights passed by the 
United Nations General Assembly. This is due mainly to the regional 
character of the experiment but also, in some degree, to the impetus 
provided by the Council of Europe. The recognition of obligations in 
the matter of these mghts and freedoms has become the principal 
condition of membership in the Council. 

As a working reality, the Council of Europe has fallen far short 
of the ambitious conception of the founders of the European Move- 
ment. But for all its vagueness and lack of authority, it has served one 
vital function: it has remained the only European forum that has in- 
cluded countries neutral in the East-West struggle and in which, there- 
fore, it has been possible to discuss the problems of Europe as a whole. 
In addition, as has already been pointed out, it has provided a meeting 
place for the conflicting views of European “functionalists” and “fed- 
eralists.” The tensions arising from these differences among the Coun- 
cil’s members have led to fruitful and sometimes tangible results. It 
has, of course, remained true that the Council has been able to do no 
more than propose policies, leaving to its individual members the choice 
of adopting policies in question. Yet even this act of proposing has con- 
stituted an important encouragement to the member states to pursue 
their common quest of European political order-building. 
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NATO 


NATO is not only the West’s major military instrument in the 
East-West struggle. It has been, at the same time, intended as a 
major means for the advancement of European unity. In fact, it was 
quite clear to the founders of NATO that without strong political 
bonds the Treaty’s effectiveness as a military alliance would be minimal. 
This was the reason for the inclusion in the NATO Charter of its 
Article IT: 


The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful and 
friendly international relations by strengthening their free institutions, by 
bringing about a better understanding of the principles upon which these 
institutions are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability and 
well-being. 


NATO includes two organs that are to contribute to political integra- 
tion in the North Atlantic Community. One is the North Atlantic 
Council, composed of the Foreign Ministers of the member countries 
and concerned chiefly with military matters. Yet since the exchange 
of military intelligence necessary for joint planning has made it almost 
impossible for members of NATO to go to war against one another, 
the Council’s work has profound political implications as well. The 
other politically significant NATO organ is its unofficial Parliamentar- 
ians’ Conference. This Conference draws its membership from all 
fifteen NATO countries and acts as a consultation forum for the co- 
ordination of national policies among member states. 

The main weakness of NATO’s nonmilitary work has been that 
statesmen have tended to “inform other member countries about 
decisions of national policy that have already been taken unilaterally, 
instead of consulting them fully before making decisions.”® (For an 
analysis of NATO as a military alliance, see Chapter 6.) Clearance in 
NATO has at times been noticeably absent during the formulation 
stage of policy. This became tragically clear during the Suez crisis of 
1956, when Britain and France failed to consult with the United States. 
The divergence between American and Anglo-French policies seriously 
weakened the bonds of NATO and resulted in the adoption by the 
North Atlantic Council in 1956 of a proposal to establish a Com- 
mittee of ‘Three to study possibilities for the improvement of consulta- 
tion procedures among the NATO powers. This Committee, consisting 
of the Foreign Ministers of Norway, Italy, and Canada, expressed the 
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opinion that NATO had been concerned too much with problems of 
military strategy and too little with progress toward political unity. 
More recently, the nationalistic policies of President de Gaulle of 
France, especially his reservations about the progress of European in- 
tegration along supra-national lines and his pursuit of an independent 
nuclear striking force, have introduced serious strains into the Alliance. 

In overall perspective, however, the political cohesion of NATO has 
nevertheless been quite remarkable. It is frequently forgotten that under 
the NATO Charter, member states are merely obligated to do what 
they “deem necessary” in case of an outside attack. Moreover, all policy 
decisions must be reached by unanimous vote. In purely structural 
terms, national sovereignty looms larger in NATO than in the United 
Nations Charter, where majority decisions are possible. Hence, as 
Claude has pointed out, “the flight of security-minded statesmen from 
the veto-bound Security Council of the United Nations to NATO was 
not an escape from a primitive to a more advanced form of international 
organization so far as voting procedures are concerned, for the North 
Atlantic Treaty permits a much more thoroughgoing application of the 
veto principle than the Charter provisions concerning the Security 
Council.”?° The explanation may be found in the fact that political 
cohesion in NATO, despite all the tensions and all the setbacks, is 
relatively high. For this reason, NATO as a political reality means more 
than the structural provisions safeguarding the sovereignty of its mem- 
ber states would seem to indicate. 


WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION 

A third major European regional arrangement that has promoted 
political order-building is the Western European Union (WEU), 
which grew out of the defeat of the European Defense Community 
(EDC) by the French National Assembly in 1954. (For a full discus- 
sion of EDC, see Chapter 6.) Once it had become clear that the defeat 
of EDC had not defeated the rearmament of West Germany, those who 
had opposed EDC realized to their dismay that Germany would now 
be rearmed as a sovereign state, rather than as part of a “supra-national” 
military force such as had been planned under EDC. This result seemed 
to most observers to be far worse. Hence, a compromise had to be 
found that would fall between the “supra-national” arrangement of 
EDC and a purely national solution. Two weeks after the collapse of 
EDC, German, Belgian, and Dutch leaders joined with the British to 
search for a substitute. Dr. Adenauer expressed the feelings of all con- 
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cerned when he stated that “some kind of European community must 
be saved at all costs.” The diplomats of The Six met in London in 
October 1954. The United States had declared earlier that it might 
have to engage in an “agonizing reappraisal” if a substitute for EDC 
could not be agreed upon. Under this pressure, the European statesmen 
resuscitated a treaty that had been superseded by NATO. This was 
the Brussels Treaty of 1948, which had created a joint command for 
British, French, and Benelux forces. The Brussels Powers agreed that 
this structure might be expanded to admit Germany and Italy. The 
latter proposal proved generally acceptable and quickly crystallized into 
the Western European Union, which came into force in May 1955 after 
parliamentary ratification by the seven member states. 

In terms of “supra-nationality,” WEU falls short of the defunct 
EDC, There is no fusion of armies nor is there a central organ with 
decision-making powers in matters of common defense. Each member 
state continues to have a national army and exercises a veto power over 
its disposition. WEU’s central policy-making organ is its Council, 
composed of the Foreign Ministers of the seven member states. The 
more important defense questions, such as the size of the armed forces 
to be contributed by each member state, must be approved unanimously. 
But decisions on types of conventional weapons to be used are taken 
by majority vote in the Council. In addition to the Council, a delibera- 
tive body, the Assembly coordinates the military policies of the seven 
states. This Assembly has a purely advisory status and its members have 
usually been the same parliamentarians who also attend the meetings 
of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe. 

In sum, WEU has been a useful order-building device. It is not in 
any extensive sense “supra-national,” nor, however, is it merely “trans- 
national.” EDC would have comprised only The Six, whereas WEU 
includes Britain as well. In fact, Britain pledged herself to maintain 
military contingents in Continental Europe at all times and not to 
withdraw these forces against the majority will of the members of 
WEU. If Britain had not made this promise, the French would not 
have permitted German participation in WEU. It is interesting to 
speculate on whether the French Parliament would have ratified EDC 
if such a commitment of British forces had been made earlier, as part 
of the envisaged EDC arrangement. At any rate, it is clear that the 
WEU is primarily a military alliance, a kind of “little NATO” within 
NATO. Yet by having succeeded in attracting Britain to its purposes 
and activities, WEU has also made a major contribution to the Euro- 
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pean political order-building process. All seven members of WEU are 
also members of NATO. WEU might well provide the nucleus for the 
greater political cohesion that NATO so badly requires—both to dis- 
charge its military functions as effectively as possible and to play its 
maximum part in facilitating greater European integration in the po- 
litical sphere. The creation of a genuine NATO or WEU multilateral 
nuclear force might play an important role in Western Europe’s evolu- 
tion into a “security-community.” 

If we apply to the Council of Europe, NATO, and WEU the 
criteria formulated in the Princeton study of the building of “security- 
communities,” we see that all three rate rather high. For one thing, 
all three of these European regional arrangements involve nations 
with a fairly high compatibility of values, expectations, and political 
forms—even though one member, Germany, is not fully trusted by 
the others and another, France, still pursues highly nationalistic policies. 
In NATO and WEU, which are held together by the need for common 
security, the expectation of joint rewards is great..In the Council of 
Europe, which is concerned more with the goal of unity than with the 
achievement of tangible returns, it is almost entirely absent. Save for 
Portugal, moreover, all the nations concerned enjoy relatively high levels 
of economic development. Mobility of persons is also very considerable, 
being highest among the nations of WEU and lowest in NATO—owing 
to the rather restrictive immigration policies of the United States and 
Canada. On the whole, political integration is highest among The Six, 
somewhat lower in WEU, still quite high in NATO, and low in the 
Council of Europe. The crucial factor seems to be the expectation of 
joint rewards from the integrative process. This is present in the two 
military alliances but not in the Council of Europe. Yet the authors of 
the Princeton study have warned that though an outside military threat 
may provide the original impetus toward political order-building, more 
permanent unions derive their main support from other factors.tt This 
would seem to indicate that the high degree of political integration in 
NATO and WEU may be transitory unless it is buttressed through 
specific programs that hold out to the member nations the promise of 
substantial and sustained rewards of a nonmilitary kind as well. 
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Other Experiments in Regional Order-Building 


THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES 


One of the earliest post-World War II regional arrangements to be 
established was the Organization of American States (OAS). The 
Treaty, which formalized the solidarity of the Western Hemisphere 
against both external and internal threats to the peace, was the cul- 
mination of a long and arduous road to inter-American political order. 
The highlights of this history of hemispheric relations are well worth 
reviewing. 

The famous Monroe Doctrine of 1823 declared that the United 
States reserved to itself the right to act as the protector of Latin 
America in case of outside aggression: 


We owe it, therefore, to candor, and to the amicable relations existing be- 
tween the United States and those [European] powers, to declare that 
we should consider any attempt on their part to extend their system to any 
portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety. 


In 1904 President Theodore Roosevelt interpreted the Doctrine to mean 
that in cases of intra-hemispheric disputes the United States could also 
exercise the right of “an international police power.” This controversial 
“Roosevelt Corollary” gave rise to several instances of United States 
intervention in the Caribbean. In all of these interventions—in Cuba, 
Haiti, the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, and Panama—the United 
States attempted to restore political and economic stability. However, 
the novel interpretation that the Monroe Doctrine not only forbade 
intervention from Europe but permitted United States intervention in 
order to forestall any possible European incursion, led to widespread 
resentment in Latin America. At the turn of the century, the Latin 
American nations began to exert pressure upon the United States to 
renounce its claims to intervene. Gradually, these efforts met with suc- 
cess. The Roosevelt Corollary was officially discarded in 1926, and the 
Good Neighbor Policy initiated by Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1933 put 
an end to the practice of unilateral intervention. The Axis threat to the 
Western Hemisphere during World War II consolidated inter-American 
solidarity even further. And when the Americas emerged victorious, the 
time was ripe for the conclusion of a regional arrangement dedicated 
both to the maintenance of reciprocal security and to a common effort 
toward political order-building. 
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Accordingly, delegates from the twenty Latin American nations and 
from the United States met in Rio de Janeiro and drafted the famous 
Rio Treaty—an Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance. Article 
III, the heart of the Treaty, provided that “an armed attack by any state 
against an American state shall be considered as an attack against all 
American states.” This provision was in essence a recognition of the 
fact that the Monroe Doctrine had become multilateralized. It also 
furnished a pattern for the NATO Charter that would be concluded 
two years later. The drafters of the Rio Pact, unlike the framers of 
NATO, were not solely concerned with protection against external 
aggression. Most of the members were equally eager to guard against 
the possibility of internal schism. The immediate reason for their ap- 
prehension was the government of Argentina, which had sided with the 
Axis during World War II. Argentina was the only member state which 
wanted a treaty only against aggression by non-American states, but its 
position was voted down. The Rio Treaty as first constituted in 1947 
was primarily an instrument of military security against internal and 
external attack. A year later, at a conference in Bogota, Colombia, the 
Pact was further elaborated by the inclusion of provisions for political 
order-building. This new and sophisticated system, in the words of the 
then American Secretary of State, George C. Marshall, was to be “the 
very heart of hemispheric organization.” It was named the Organization 
of American States (OAS). 

The structure of the OAS provides for an eclectic approach to po- 
litical order-building similar in many respects to that of the United 
Nations. The Inter-American Conference—designated as “the supreme 
organ” of the OAS—is the main deliberative body but, unlike the 
United Nations General Assembly, meets in regular session only every 
five years. In practice, the Conference is too unwieldy and convenes too 
infrequently for effective action. The OAS Council, consisting of 
twenty-one members—one from each state—is known as the permanent 
executive body. Though outwardly resembling somewhat the UN Sec- 
urity Council, it is in fact merely the Organization’s central administra- 
tive and coordinating organ. By far the most important OAS body is 
the Conference of Foreign Ministers, which considers all urgent prob- 
lems of internal and external security. Conference procedure for the 
settlement of intra-hemispheric disputes differs from that which governs 
cases of outside attack. The procedure adopted for the former is as 
follows: first, the Foreign Ministers may issue a call to the parties to 
cease hostilities; next, they may recommend various techniques of con- 
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ciliation and mediation; they may then impose diplomatic and eco- 
nomic sanctions; and finally, if all the foregoing measures fail, they may 
recommend the use of armed force to restore order. It is significant that 
the first three of these provisions may be initiated by a two-thirds vote, 
which thereby becomes binding on all members of the Conference. 
There is no veto. However, in the case of military enforcement meas- 
ures, no state may be compelled to contribute armed forces without its 
consent. In the eventuality of an external threat, the arrangement is 
somewhat looser. The member states are obligated merely to consult 
with one another in order to arrive at a common policy, but each state 
may do what it “deems necessary” to help the victim—or not to help it. 

In addition to its three central organs, the OAS also works through 
several subsidiary bodies. In name and function these are roughly 
analogous to corresponding United Nations structures. There is, for 
example, an Inter-American Economic and Social Council, but, unlike 
its United Nations counterpart, this is not a major organ and does not 
have a very extensive program. Though there is no judicial body com- 
parable to the World Court, the OAS enjoys the services of a very 
active Inter-American Council of Jurists, which roughly parallels the 
International Law Commission of the United Nations. An Inter- 
American Cultural Council, designed for the promotion of friendly 
relations and cultural understanding among the American peoples, is 
patterned after UNESCO. Finally, OAS, like the United Nations, has 
its international secretariat, the Pan-American Union. This is headed 
by a Secretary-General who is chosen by the Inter-American Conference 
for a ten-year term, not subject to re-election. 

A survey of the OAS structure indicates that the attention of the 
Organization is about equally divided between the negative function 
of resolving disputes and the positive task of political integration. The 
achievements of OAS in the former category have been considerable. 
In December 1948 Costa Rica complained to the Council that Nicara- 
gua was trying to overthrow its government through revolution. The 
Council blamed Costa Rica for negligence and Nicaragua for not 
preventing the revolutionary activity. A Committee of Five was ap- 
pointed to mediate between the disputants. The effort was successful 
and the two parties signed a Treaty of Friendship in 1949. In 1950 
Haiti accused the Dominican Republic of fostering subversion aimed 
at the overthrow of the Haitian government. The OAS Council found 
the Dominican Republic responsible and called upon it to desist from 
further subversive activities in the Western Hemisphere. In June 1954 
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a more complicated issue arose. The proCCommunist government of 
Guatemala charged Honduras and Nicaragua with U.S.-inspired aggres- 
sion. ‘The matter was discussed first in the United Nations Security 
Council, but it was decided that that body would not pursue the matter 
further until OAS had completed its investigation. This investigation 
never took place because the Guatemalan government was overthrown 
and replaced by a new, anti-Communist government. As a result, the 
matter was dropped by all concerned. In 1955 Costa Rica charged 
Nicaragua with fomenting a revolt. The OAS Council was successful 
in settling the matter through an investigating committee which made 
a series of recommendations which were accepted by both parties. 

Three serious intra-hemispheric crises occupied the OAS in the early 
1960’s. The first concerned the policy of subversion that had been 
pursued by the Dominican Republic in 1960 against Venezuela, in- 
cluding a plot to assassinate the Venezuelan president. The Conference 
decided to take a strong stand against the Dominican Republic not 
only in the light of this specific provocation but because it was de- 
termined to end the thirty-year dictatorship of Generalissimo Trujillo. 
For the first time, the OAS decided to apply sanctions against one of 
its members for actions against another. The punishment consisted of 
a collective break in diplomatic relations and of “partial sanctions,” 
including the suspension of arms shipments. The assassination of 
Trujillo in 1961 radically changed the Dominican picture and in 1962 
the OAS Council voted to end the sanctions. 

The second crisis grew out of the Cuban revolution and the apparent 
desire of Premier Fidel Castro to turn his revolution into an export 
commodity. The fact that the Soviet Union had gained a firm foothold 
in Cuba was especially distasteful to the United States and introduced 
further complications. The United States wanted desperately to prevent 
the spread of Communism in the Western Hemisphere but was now 
forced to pursue this aim within the context of a multilateral Con- 
ference, rather than by a unilateral wielding of the Monroe Doctrine. 
The other delegates were not as openly fearful of the Cuban revolution, 
but expressed varying degrees of ambivalence. Nevertheless in 1962, by 
a two-thirds vote, the Conference of Foreign Ministers at Punta del Este 
declared the Marxist-Leninist foundations of Castro’s Cuba incom- 
patible with membership in the Organization of American States. Cuba 
was also explicitly excluded from the Inter-American Defense Board 
and had an arms embargo imposed upon it. In October 1962, during 
the missile crisis, the OAS unanimously endorsed the American naval 
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quarantine and Argentina and Venezuela actually sent ships to help 
United States naval forces. The response of the OAS to the missile 
crisis marked the first time that any military action was taken by the 
Organization against a country in. the Western Hemisphere. 

Another precedent was set in January 1964 when the OAS took up a 
dispute involving the United States. Panama charged the United States 
with aggression after American troops had fired on Panamanian demon- 
strators in the Canal Zone. A more basic cause of the dispute, however, 
was the Panamanian demand to renegotiate the 1903 Treaty giving the 
United States sovereign rights in the Canal Zone “in perpetuity.” The 
OAS Council found itself in a dilemma. On the one hand, it wanted to 
help a small sister republic, but on the other, it was loath to place the 
United States in the role of the accused. Thus, it constituted itself as 
an “organ of consultation” to look into the charges and to help the two 
parties in reaching an amicable settlement. The peace-keeping mecha- 
nism of the Organization was adapted to the situation in a flexible and 
imaginative manner. 

The order-building task of the OAS has been made rather difficult 
because the Latin American countries and the United States have had 
different reasons for supporting the Organization. For Latin America, 
OAS implied the legal sanctification of American nonintervention in the 
affairs of the hemisphere. It was also seen as a device for countering 
the supremacy of the “Colossus of the North.” And most important, 
the Latin American countries looked forward to economic and technical 
assistance from the United States. The motives of the United States 
were somewhat different. From the American viewpoint, the OAS was 
to be a vital regional alliance in the East-West struggle. In 1961 the 
United States, in an effort to reconcile these different perspectives, 
launched a massive economic development program within the context 
of the OAS—the Alliance for Progress. 

Another fissure in the OAS that has slowed down the order-building 
process has been the continued presence of dictatorships—notably in 
Cuba, Haiti, and Paraguay. Some members have advocated the encour- 
agement of democracy in the Western Hemisphere but others have 
declared that such a policy would negate the principle of noninterven- 
tion. ‘The organization has not been able to pursue both goals simulta- 
neously. In addition, many Latin American countries have lacked internal 
stability. Coup d’états are not infrequent. In 1961 a coup ended a 
thirty-year dictatorship in the Dominican Republic and in 1964 another 
stemmed the drift toward anarchy in Brazil. Militant insurrectionist 
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forces continue to threaten a number of shaky democracies. In the 
light of these divergent patterns and interests, unity and solidarity have 
been expressed primarily in general statements, with more concrete 
steps in order-building proving difficult, if not impossible. In the words 
of one observer: 


Decision-making in OAS organs has been dominated by a compromise 
pattern in which Latin demands for industrialization, stable commodity 
prices, technical aid, and anti-colonialism were met with United States in- 
sistence on military and ideological measures against communism. But despite 
high-sounding resolutions, frequent meetings of all OAS bodies, and un- 
ceasing praise for the “‘inter-American way of life,’ most decisions remain 
unimplemented by national governments.” 


Despite its many shortcomings, OAS remains one of the most ad- 
vanced regional arrangements in the world. It alone has provisions for 
internal security and has acquitted itself well in this respect. On the 
other hand, its progress toward political integration has been far more 
hesitant. If we apply the criteria of the Princeton study, we notice that 
OAS is not blessed with a system of common values—which the authors 
considered one of the essentials for the building of a “security-commu- 
nity.” However, OAS meets another key condition admirably. All its 
members have high expectations of concrete rewards. Although these 
expectations differ—being primarily military in the eyes of the United 
States and economic in the view of Latin America—they are nonethe- 
less effective. At present, therefore, OAS (with the exceptions of Cuba, 
Paraguay and Haiti) may be considered what the Princeton group 
would call a “pluralistic security-community” at a low level. Further 
political integration would seem to depend on continuing and expanded 
expectations of joint rewards and on the improvement and enlargement 
of communications that will enhance mutual responsiveness among the 
members. 


THE ARAB LEAGUE 

The most prominent regional arrangement in the Middle East has 
been the the Arab League. It was organized on the eve of the San 
Francisco Conference in 1945 and comprised seven states: Egypt, Syria, 
Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Yemen. The purpose of the 
League as set forth in its Charter was 


. .. to strengthen the ties between the participating states, to coordinate their 
political programs in such a way as to effect real collaboration between them, 
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to preserve their independence and sovereignty, and to consider in general 
the affairs and interests of the Arab countries. 


In practice, “strengthening the ties” between the members of the League 
was a subordinate goal. There were two overriding causes for the creation 
of the League: first, to present a united front against the return to the 
Middle East of French and British colonialism; and second, to prevent 
the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine. 

The most powerful organ of the League has been the Majlis, a Council 
comprising the Prime Ministers of the member states. All important 
decisions, including any kind of collective action, have required una- 
nimity. Majority decisions have been binding only on those states that 
have voted for a particular resolution. On intra-League disputes, the 
Council may act by majority vote, provided the “independence, soy- 
ereignty or territorial integrity of a member are not involved.” As a 
result of this reservation, all but very minor questions have in practice 
required unanimous decision. In 1950 the structure of the Arab League 
was developed further by the adoption of a Treaty of Joint Defense and 
Economic Cooperation, modeled after the NATO Pact. Like NATO, 
this treaty stipulated the peaceful settlement of all disputes among the 
members; stated that an attack upon one was to be regarded as an attack 
upon all; and included a statement that armed attack from the outside 
would be met by collective military measures. In addition, for the pur- 
pose of coordinating the economies of the Arab countries, it created an 
Economic Council consisting of the member states’ Ministers of Eco- 
nomic Affairs. Finally, the Office of a Secretary-General was added 
whose incumbent was to be appointed by a two-thirds vote of the 
Council. 

The formal structure of the Arab League has had relatively little to 
do with the actual policy-making process. In the opinion of one expert 
student of the Arab League: 


The real activities of the League are carried on in private and secret talks 
and through conversations held outside regular meetings. The careful elabo- 
ration of agreements, with each stage consigned to writing—so customary in 
the West—is utterly unfamiliar. When the prestige of man comes into con- 
flict with the prestige of the written word, the former prevails. Furthermore, 
the activities of the League are unknown and misunderstood abroad, and 
even in the Arab world, because the organization has been reluctant to se- 
cure publicity for its activities. 


The League’s official purpose and its formal structure thus provide few 
clues to its actual goals and operations. 
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In its first aim, the liberation of Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, and Libya 
from colonial rule, the Arab League was clearly successful. When 
France attempted to resume control of Lebanon and Syria in 1945, the 
League pressed for submission of the dispute to the United Nations 
Security Council. When in 1946 the Security Council took up the 
problem, the League presented a united front and succeeded in pre- 
venting the French from returning to Lebanon and Syria. Similarly the 
League supported the complete evacuation of British troops from 
Egypt. When Egypt emerged as an independent state after seventy-two 
years of British rule, this victory was attributable in no small measure to 
the efforts of the Arab League. 

Finally, the Arab League played a decisive role in securing the inde- 
pendence of Libya by acting as the spokesman for that new state in the 
United Nations. Actually, the intervention on behalf of Libya probably 
owed its success more to the inability of the Big Four to agree on a new 
status for Libya than to the inherent strength of the League itself. 
When neither the Big Four nor the United Nations were able to decide 
what to do with the former Italian territory, the Arab League’s insistent 
pressure for independence weighed heavily in the balance. Libya became 
independent in 1951 and was admitted as the eighth member of the 
Arab League in 1953. The Sudan received its independence and joined 
the League in 1956, and two years later Morocco and Tunisia were 
admitted. Kuwait became a member in 1961 and in the following year 
Syria resumed her separate seat, which she had relinquished by joining 
the United Arab Republic. Finally, in 1962 Algeria became the thir- 
teenth member of the Arab League. By the early 1960’s it was clear that 
the first major political goal of the League—the emancipation of the 
Arab states from Western colonialism—had been achieved. 

In its second major objective, the prevention of the Jewish state in 
Palestine, the Arab League has failed. In 1946 the League developed a 
common policy toward Palestine: Jewish immigration and land pur- 
chases were to be stopped; Jewish products were to be boycotted; and 
Palestine was to be admitted to the League as an independent Arab 
nation. An attempt was made to create a common front against the 
creation of the state of Israel by threatening a general war for the libera- 
tion of the area if the new state were to come into being. When on May 
15, 1948, Israel achieved her independence, the Secretary-General of the 
Arab League informed the United Nations Security Council that the 
League was forced to intervene “to achieve peace and order and to 
restore the territory to the Arabs of Palestine.” In its war against Israel, 
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however, the latent internecine schisms within the League quickly came 
to the surface. It found itself unable to coordinate the armies of its 
members. Since each state claimed the honor for itself, the League 
Council was not even able to agree on a Commander-in-Chief. “Iraq 
refused to accept an Egyptian commander. Egypt rejected an Iraqi 
General. And the Commander-in-Chief of the Jordan army was of British 
origin and therefore out of the question. The result was that each Arab 
army that entered Palestine fought on its own.”?® When in May 1949 
Israel was admitted to the United Nations, the League faced complete 
defeat. The state that the League had vowed to destroy was not only in 
existence but was now recognized as an official member of the world 
community. The League defeat was made even more bitter when one 
of its members, Jordan, declared itself ready to accept the establishment 
of Israel and seemed intent on annexing the remaining portions of 
Palestine. Under the impact of total defeat the League began to disinte- 
grate completely. Iraq and Jordan developed an increasing suspicion of 
Egyptian domination in the League and accused the Secretary-General, 
Azzam Pasha, of pro-Egyptian leanings. As a result, an innocuous former 
civil servant, Abdel Khalek Hassouna, was appointed to the post. Never- 
theless, Iraq refused to pay its membership contribution to the League 
and began to look around for new allies. To the consternation of the 
entire League, Iraq became the keystone of the Baghdad Pact, linking 
it to Britain, Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan. Only a revolution in 1958 
brought it back into the fold. Jordan narrowly escaped expulsion because 
of its flirtation with Israel. The Arab League as a regional arrangement 
seemed to have turned into a complete debacle. 

The pattern of internal conflict among the Arab states has continued. 
In 1961 the United Arab Republic disintegrated and Syria seceded. Later 
that year, a bitter feud erupted between Egypt and Saudi Arabia over 
Yemen. In 1962 Syria lodged a formal complaint with the Arab League, 
charging that President Nasser was trying to effect a reunion of Syria 
with Egypt by forcible means. In 1963 Iraq’s Premier Kassem was as- 
sassinated by pro-Nasser revolutionaries. In Syria the nationalistic Baath 
party took control. During the same year actual warfare broke out 
between Algeria and Morocco over the ill-defined Sahara border. After 
a League call for a cease-fire, a shaky truce was established. 

In 1964 almost all of the above conflicts were temporarily papered over 
when Israel announced that it would begin that year to divert some of 
the waters of the river Jordan to irrigate the arid Negev area. A special 
meeting was called by the Arab League to plan coordinated action to 
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thwart the Israeli plan. All thirteen members attended. Thus, what has 
remained of the League’s precarious unity has been welded together in 
the cold war against Israel. 

The Arab League as a regional arrangement has not invested much 
energy in forging instruments of internal political order. Its sole peace- 
keeping operation was a joint Egyptian-Saudi Arabian military force 
dispatched to Kuwait in 1961 to replace British troops which had entered 
the newly independent country to protect it against the irredentist claims 
of Premier Kassem of Iraq. Other nonpolitical order-building efforts 
have included the passage by the League Council of legislation for inter- 
Arab private international law, the dissemination throughout the Arab 
world of the language of the Koran, and the organization of several 
cultural, scientific, and educational conferences. 

If we analyze the Arab League in terms of the criteria of the Princeton 
study, we encounter the strange paradox of a regional arrangement that 
fulfills almost none of the essential conditions of a “security-commu- 
nity.” The absence of common values and mutual responsiveness among 
the members of the League is all too evident. ‘The dynastic competition 
between Jordan and Saudi Arabia, the hostility between the traditional 
authoritarianism of the monarchies and the rampant nationalism of the 
new republics, the fratricidal strife within the camp of the new national- 
ism—all these have made a mockery of unity in the Arab League. And 
yet it has held together. It has held together because it has been able 
to offer its members the expectation of two great rewards: the liquidation 
of Western colonialism and the destruction of Israel. It has made a vital 
contribution to the achievement of the first objective and this success 
has solidified its bonds. Its total failure in the latter has almost brought 
about its disintegration, yet it seems very likely that the Arab League 
will continue to function so long as Israel survives. Ironically, therefore, 
since opposition to Israel is the one thing its members have in common, 
the League’s cohesion appears to depend on the continued existence of 
the very thing that it seeks to destroy. Because of its primarily negative 
goals, moreover, the League has done little to advance political order in 
the Middle East. And, as the authors of the Princeton study have 
pointed out, a unity that is based chiefly on common hostility against an 
outside force is bound to be transitory, since it imposes too many bur- 
dens and realizes too few rewards. Hence it seems safe to say that unless 
the Arab League develops more positive methods of integration, it can- 
not make a major contribution to regional order. 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF AFRICAN UNITY 


The most recent regional arrangement, the Organization of African 
Unity (OAU), was created at the Conference of African Nations meet- 
ing in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, in May 1963 with thirty-one independent 
African nations attending. 

There was some disagreement among the delegates over the best 
method of furthering the cause of African unity. President Nkrumah of 
Ghana urged the creation of a unitary African state with a strong central 
government, but the Conference was more impressed with the more 
moderate proposals of Emperor Haile Selassie of Ethiopia, who quickly 
became the major spokesman of the majority view. 

The Conference decided upon a basic Charter which listed the goals 
of the new Organization: freedom, dignity, and equality for all Africans; 
continuation of the struggle against colonialism; preservation and con- 
solidation of the territorial integrity of the members; and the establish- 
ment of common institutions. These aims were to be pursued in harmony 
with the United Nations Charter. 

The Conference was also able to agree on institutions for the OAU. 
It established, as the supreme authority of the OAU, an Assembly com- 
posed of the heads of the member states which would meet at least once 
every year; a Council of Ministers to meet at least twice a year, with 
each country having one vote and decisions to be made by simple ma- 
jority; and a Secretary-General and Secretariat. In addition, a special 
Commission for Mediation and Arbitration of inter-African disputes was 
set up. The costs of the new Organization were to be met by assessing 
the members, using the United Nations scale as a model. 


THE BRITISH COMMONWEALTH 


Our final case study in political order-building deals with the British 
Commonwealth. This is a unique international phenomenon and defies 
easy definition. As one observer has put it, “If it did not exist you could 
not invent it.”1° The Commonwealth’s uniqueness as a regional arrange- 
ment lies in the first instance in the fact that it originated not as a 
congeries of independent states, but as an empire. The other regional 
arrangements we have analyzed have attempted to build unity by forging 
bonds where none have existed before. The Commonwealth, in essence, 
represents an effort to create political unity through the dissolution of 
existing political bonds that have become too onerous. For this reason 
the roots of the Commonwealth are radically different from those of 
other regional arrangements. 
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The present membership of the Commonwealth includes the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Canada, New Zealand, 
Australia, India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Ghana, Nigeria, Cyprus, Sierra Leone, 
Tanganyika, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, Zanzibar, Kenya, 
Malta, Malaysia, Malawi, and Zambia. The Federation of Malaysia, 
formed in 1963, assimilated the former Commonwealth nation of Ma- 
laya. The Union of South Africa withdrew from the Commonwealth in 
1961 and became the Republic of South Africa. In addition to the sover- 
eign states listed above, the Commonwealth also includes a number of 
dependencies that are in the process of transition toward sovereign 
status. These are Southern Rhodesia, and several territories in Africa in 
varying stages of emancipation. 

It is difficult to discern what common purpose holds together this 
highly diversified group of states known as the Commonwealth. Very 
generally, however, the Commonwealth can be said to be dedicated to 
at least two objectives: common defense against external threats and 
common policies for economic betterment. The organizational structure 
of the Commonwealth is extremely loose. It has neither charter nor 
treaty and membership in it confers no legal rights and imposes no 
legal obligations. In terms of formal machinery, the Commonwealth is 
the least developed of all regional arrangements. ‘The most important of 
the Commonwealth institutions is a symbolic one—the Crown. Even 
India and Pakistan, although republics, have accepted the Crown as a 
symbol of their free association in the Commonwealth. The wearer of 
the Crown dedicates herself equally to many different peoples and many 
different faiths. Yet the Crown is considered indivisible. In L. S. Amery’s 
telling metaphor, “it is a jewel of many facets, not a string of discon- 
nected pearls.”1? The informality of Commonwealth relations is reflected 
in the main political organ, the Conference of Prime Ministers. This 
Conference is simply an annual or biennial forum with no executive 
authority. Resolutions that may be passed by the Conference merely 
have the status of recommendations until ratified by the individual 
members. This procedure is analogous to that in the Committee of 
Ministers of the Council of Europe. The Conference is primarily a 
means of consultation rather than an organ for reaching decisions. But 
the techniques of consultation and the exchange of information among 
the Commonwealth countries have reached a high level of sophistication. 
Each member sends to each of the others a High Commissioner whose 
relationship to the host country is far less formal than that of the ordi- 
nary ambassador. In addition, massive exchanges of personnel in fields of 
mutual interest at the administrative level have helped to solidify the 
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bonds of the Commonwealth. Common defense problems are discussed 
and functional matters like shipping and communications receive close 
attention. The United Kingdom Office of Inter-Commonwealth Rela- 
tions has served as a kind of Secretariat. 

The complete absence in the Commonwealth of any pretensions to 
“supra-nationality” has not prevented large areas of friction among the 
members. Ireland preferred to leave the Commonwealth rather than 
discuss her differences with Great Britain. Burma decided to leave it 
when granted her independence. The accession of India introduced 
serious disputes with other members: the struggle with Pakistan over 
Kashmir and the perennial friction with the Union of South Africa over 
the question of minority rights for the local Indian population. Prob- 
ably for these reasons the process of mutual consultation and conference 
has, during the past decade, been steadily intensified. Thus, 


There have been meetings of Finance Ministers and Defence Ministers, 
conferences on the peace settlement with Japan, or on Foreign Affairs gen- 
erally, meetings of the Commonwealth Consultative Committee on the 
following up of the Colombo Plan for the development of South and South 
East Asia, ministerial and official meetings to discuss supply and produc- 
tion, official scientific, agricultural, and social insurance conferences, a con- 
ference of Commonwealth Speakers and, not least important, meetings of 
the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association. These meetings have taken 
place, not only in London but also in Ottawa, Canberra, Sydney, Welling- 
ton, and Colombo. All this over and above the continuous stream of in- 
formation and consultation both by cable and by personal contact through 
High Commissioners.*® 


Despite the many joint activities of its members, the Commonwealth 
has not been able to evolve any common parliamentary or executive 
institutions. All such efforts have come to nought, owing to the stub- 
born insistence of each member on its complete sovereignty. Among 
the many paradoxes of the Commonwealth is the fact that whatever 
unity it has achieved as a regional arrangement has been attained with- 
out the development of institutional limitations on the sovereignty of 
its members. 

Measured in terms of its own purposes, the record of the Common- 
wealth has been a mixed one. One of its most notable achievements 
has been its ability to attract into what once was an empire countries 
that only recently and after long and bitter struggles succeeded in 
emancipating themselves from colonial tutelage. All the former colonial 
countries that joined the Commonwealth after receiving independence 
did so by their own free will. In an age of colonial liquidation and 
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widespread anticolonial emotionalism this has been a remarkable ac- 
complishment indeed. The goal of common defense, on the other hand, 
has been achieved only partially. At the time of Britain’s gravest crisis, 
during World War II, the members of the Commonwealth fought 
freely on her side—though some, like India, exacted a heavy price. In 
the post-World War II world, however, the strategic interests of many 
of the member countries turned elsewhere. Canada solidified its ties 
with the United States. Because of its racial policies, the Union of South 
Africa became the béte noire of the Commonwealth and incurred the 
special animosity of such formerly colonial lands as Ghana and India. 
Australia and New Zealand, joined in the ANZUS Treaty, looked for 
protection more and more to the United States than to Great Britain. 
And India, attempting to follow her own independent course between 
East and West, more and more subordinated her commitment to the 
Commonwealth to the dictates of her own evolving strategy of “non- 
alignment.” 

How far this dissolution of strategic ties within the Commonwealth 
has progressed may be seen from the voting behavior of the Common- 
wealth countries in the United Nations. Of all the “blocs” in the Gen- 
eral Assembly, the “Commonwealth bloc” has been the least cohesive. 
In fact, owing to wide divergencies on matters of foreign policy, its 
members have tended to vote almost completely independently. On 
the crucial matter of the Anglo-French invasion of Suez, only Australia 
and New Zealand supported the position of the United Kingdom. 
Ceylon, India, and Pakistan voted against Britain, and Canada and 
South Africa abstained. This lack of foreign-policy consensus has been 
fairly typical of the so-called “Commonwealth bloc.” Indeed, on any 
matter about which the members of the Commonwealth have strong 
convictions, each state can usually be expected to act strictly as it sees 
fit. 

In its second purpose, that of improving economic relations, the Com- 
monwealth has been more successful. All parts of the Commonwealth, 
with the exception of Canada, have combined to form the “sterling 
area” in which trade and investment are greatly facilitated and currency 
is usually convertible. Economic aid and technical assistance are ad- 
ministered under Commonwealth auspices through the Colombo Plan. 
This Plan has been one of the most concrete incentives for Common- 
wealth membership in the lesser developed areas of the world. Its 
projects are undertaken as a joint enterprise on the basis of local 
development plans and mutual consultation. 
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Finally, the mobility of people among the member states has been 
fairly high. It would be too ambitious to speak of a “Commonwealth 
citizenship.” But in many instances, Commonwealth status facilitates 
the right to enter or leave member states or to qualify for naturalization. 
Most of the Commonwealth countries afford privileges to other mem- 
bers not generally accorded to citizens of foreign countries. 

In terms of the Princeton study, the Commonwealth can hardly be 
considered a “security-community.” The unity in political and security 
matters that once characterized the British Empire has been greatly 
weakened by powerful new centrifugal tendencies. The common com- 
mitment to parliamentarianism is threatened by the political instability 
of the new members in Africa. It would, moreover, be difficult to speak 
of the existence of common values throughout the Commonwealth. 
On the other hand, expectation of joint rewards has been high. Mem- 
bership in the Commonwealth has brought with it concrete economic 
benefits through joint projects like the Colombo Plan and the un- 
hampered flow of trade. Informal order-building has been continuous 
without infringements of the members’ sovereignty. Perhaps the most 
important factor of all in explaining the Commonwealth’s continuing 
resiliency has been the fact that rewards and the expectation of rewards 
have always greatly exceeded burdens and responsibilities. 


Regionalism and the United Nations 


The relation between regional arrangements and the United Nations 
has been a subject of heated controversy. Attitudes on the subject have 
fallen along a wide spectrum. At one extreme have been those who have 
defended the necessity of regional arrangements as building blocks 
toward globalism. Those who have advanced this view have held that 
regionalism is not only compatible with the United Nations but, in 
fact, is an essential steppingstone to the world organization’s successful 
functioning and further development. Winston Churchill expressed 
this position most forcefully when he stated before the opening of the 
San Francisco Conference that “there should be several regional coun- 
cils, august but subordinate, and these should form the massive pillars 
upon which the world organization would be founded in majesty and 
calm.” At the other extreme in the controversy have been those who 
have tended to regard regional arrangements as little more than poorly 
camouflaged power alliances, evil creations of an anarchic world that 
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are wholly incompatible with the principle of collective security. 

At the San Francisco Conference, the problem of regional versus 
global organization was one of the thorniest issues. Many prospective 
members of the world organization were deeply committed to re- 
gional arrangements that antedated the United Nations Charter. The 
Inter-American system, the Arab League, and the British Common- 
wealth commanded the loyalty of more than a score of the nations 
which assembled at San Francisco. The American republics wished to 
safeguard the hemispheric system, the Arab states were jealous of the 
rights of the Arab League, Britain had an eye on the Commonwealth, 
the Soviet Union wished to exempt its mutual assistance pacts from 
Security Council control, and most of the small states were suspicious 
of the Security Council because of the veto power. On the other hand, 
some members of the Conference were deeply committed to universal- 
ism and tended to regard regional arrangements as a menace to peace 
and order. The interplay among these forces produced a compromise 
solution that was reflected in the Charter in a grudging acceptance of 
the fact that regionalism was here to stay and that its existence had to 
be reconciled with the principle of world organization. At first, there 
was an attempt to make regional organizations like the OAS into 
operating arms of the United Nations. Very soon, however, it had to 
be admitted that the very raison d’étre of the regional organs was the 
preservation of their autonomous status vis-a-vis the United Nations. 
This autonomy was expressed as the right of “collective self-defense,” 
recognized in Article 51 of the Charter. Under this provision NATO, 
OAS, and the Arab League were in practice exempted from external 
control by the United Nations. Soviet regional arrangements found a 
similar escape clause in Article 53 of the Charter, permitting “collective 
self-defense” against “enemy states” in World War II. Thus the Charter 
was compelled to recognize the coexistence of regionalism and uni- 
versalism. 

The problem for regionalists and universalists alike has, therefore, 
become the quest for a viable and productive division of labor between 
the two forms of political organization in order to maximize progress in 
order-building. If we compare the order-building record of the various 
regional organizations with that of the United Nations, the “building- 
block theory” advocated by the regionalists does not hold up. ‘The 
Commonwealth, which prides itself on its sophisticated consultative 
machinery, has on several occasions been compelled to request the help 
of the General Assembly. It did not succeed in solving the stubborn 
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conflict between India and Pakistan over Kashmir. Similarly, NATO 
was impotent in the three-cornered struggle involving three of its mem- 
bers over Cyprus, and the problem was handed over to the United 
Nations. The vital disagreements between the United States and Britain 
and France over the Suez question could not be composed within the 
framework of NATO. Only the OAS, with its highly developed order- 
building institutions, has made a creditable showing and has effectively 
dealt with serious disputes among its members. On the whole, NATO, 
the Commonwealth, and the Arab League have had to ask far more 
from the order-building capacities of the United Nations than they have 
been able to contribute to the resolution of international conflicts 
themselves. 

If the record of the regional arrangements as independent instruments 
of order-building is thus not impressive, the reason would seem to lie 
chiefly in the fact that many of their energies have been absorbed in 
the two great struggles of our time. As major strategic instruments in 
these struggles, they have, in fact, been designed and operated so as to 
preserve the greatest possible degree of autonomy vis-a-vis the United 
Nations. This situation has, in turn, been reflected in a tendency to 
discuss more and more of the great international issues outside the world 
organization’s framework. In the words of one scholar of regionalism, 
“The United Nations has been placed in a position of inferiority so 
that now the links between the regional arrangements and the world 
organization exist at the practical pleasure of the former.”?° This in- 
creasing habit of bypassing the United Nations on vital issues of high 
politics and security also troubled the late Secretary-General, Mr. Ham- 
marskj6ld, who urged a reversal of the trend: 


In recent years, the main attention has been concentrated on measures de- 
signed to give a measure of security on a regional basis, in the absence of a 
more universal system of security. If there is now to be a serious and sustained 
exploration of the possibilities for cooperation on a wider basis, the world 
organization must necessarily gain a new dimension.” 


The problem of achieving a balance between regionalism and global- 
ism cannot be solved in the theoretical realm. Each situation must be 
examined on its own merits and requires its own particular division of 
labor. In order to demonstrate the complexity of the problem, let us 
take the example of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. Should atoms- 
for-peace be given to needy nations through the universal channel of 
the United Nations International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)? 
Or should such a program be administered through regional organs 
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like the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) in Western 
Europe? This case study shows that each problem requires its own 
unique solution. 

It is generally agreed that the developmental aspects of atomic energy 
for peaceful purposes can and should be shared among organizations 
at the regional as well as the global level. It would indeed be difficult 
to make a case for totally shifting to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency all of the many atomic development activities that are at 
present being carried out through the various regional arrangements. 
Yet in view of the fact that the different atomic powers maintain differ- 
ent safeguard criteria and insist upon different standards of inspection, 
the entire matter poses a most difficult dilemma: how to share atomic 
development activities on different levels and, at the same time, work 
out the responsibility for adequate and generally acceptable control? 

To the donor, the regional approach to atomic development may 
often seem preferable to working through United Nations channels. 
The donor’s freedom to choose the recipient and to define precisely 
the conditions for cooperation may even result in more extensive assist- 
ance. In the case of United Nations assistance, in contrast, the donot’s 
influence on the recipient must proceed through the machinery of the 
IAEA Board of Governors and the General Conference. For this reason, 
United Nations assistance cannot be identified with any one country 
and tends to assume a more apolitical character than its regional counter- 
part. This explains why United Nations assistance is at times preferred 
by the underdeveloped countries and why regional arrangements are 
frequently favored by donors. Finally, as recipients like to point out, 
an international organization like IAEA may be better suited for atomic 
development by virtue of the fact that its membership includes both 
the advanced and the underdeveloped areas—which means that it can 
fulfill the function of an intermediary more satisfactorily than can a 
regional organization. 

For certain types of atomic development and research, cooperation 
through regional arrangements may often be more effective than through 
IAEA. The Western European and the Latin-American countries, for 
example, form regions that are reasonably homogeneous both geographic- 
ally and technologically. These factors inevitably favor a regional ap- 
proach to the development of atomic energy. Moreover, regionalism may 
also in many cases be better suited to furthering atomic research. The 
European Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN), founded in 1956, 
is composed of twelve Western European countries at comparable stages 
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of atomic research development. Its Eastern counterpart, the Joint Insti- 
tute for Nuclear Research, also founded in 1956, consists of eleven 
countries from the Soviet bloc. Both these organizations are based on 
the common experiences and goals of the countries comprising their 
respective regions and, undoubtedly, derive considerable scientific and 
technological benefits from this fact. 

Agencies engaged in nuclear development will probably continue to 
proliferate. It is not possible to make a case for exclusively regional 
or exclusively global nuclear development. In the absence of a general 
principle, the IAEA will have to adapt itself to constantly changing 
patterns of development. 

In the area of control, however, uniform safeguards must be imposed 
to avert disaster. The IAEA is in a logical position to play the coordinat- 
ing role in this task. Yet it is prevented from doing so because some re- 
gional controls are less stringent than those demanded by the United 
Nations. Neither Euratom nor the OEEC, for example, requires certain 
controls that are insisted upon in the IAEA Statute. However, since the 
member states of Euratom are also signatories to the IAEA Statute, this 
obstacle need not remain altogether insurmountable. 

There are three possible ways in which regional development and 
control functions might be brought under the IAEA. First, the nuclear 
powers might arrange for IAEA to take over regional programs in their 
entirety. This is the hope of the IAEA’s Director-General but is unlikely 
to materialize. Second, regional arrangements might continue, with the 
parties requesting the IAEA to assume responsibility for the administra- 
tion of safeguards. The IAEA Statute permits this, and its realization 
is possible. The United States has already taken the initiative in bring- 
ing some of its bilateral agreements under IAEA control. Third, the 
regional arrangements might cover the same broad fields of develop- 
ment and control as are covered by IAEA. This is the most likely 
development. IAEA can therefore be expected to discharge a function 
of piecemeal coordination, dealing with limited and specific situations 
as they arise from day to day. The size of reactors, division of labor in 
isotope research, concrete inspection provisions are likely to be some of 
the typical problems of coordination that IAEA will face. The recon- 
ciliation of regionalism with globalism in atomic energy will thus 
become primarily a process to be managed, rather than a problem to 
be solved. 

The case of atomic energy demonstrates the extreme complexity of 
the relationship between regionalism and globalism. In this particular 
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case, the regional approach seems quite appropriate for the develop- 
mental aspects, whereas in the matter of control a world approach seems 
required, Each problem, however, demands its own careful study and 
its own particular solution. Excessive theorizing and generalizing are 
likely to contribute very little. 

The record supports neither the “building-block theory” of regionalism 
nor the opposite contention that regional arrangements are necessarily 
antithetical to the principles of the United Nations Charter. Rather, 
the evidence shows that frequently the United Nations has been a 
second line of defense for regionalism and that sometimes regional 
arrangements have served as backstops for the world organization. Cer- 
tainly there is ample room for both types of political order-building on 
the international scene. 
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12 
- The Military 


Struggle 
for Order 


To take arms against a sea of troubles. 


SHAKESPEARE 
Hamlet, Ill, 1 


Dilemmas of Disarmament 


The following is a description of Hiroshima shortly after the city was 
destroyed by an atomic bomb in August 1945: 


People are still dying, mysteriously and horribly—people who were uninjured 
in the cataclyym—from an unknown something which I can only describe 
as the atomic plague. 

Hiroshima does not look like a bombed city. . . . I write these facts as 
dispassionately as I can, in the hope that they will act as a warning to the 
world. In this first testing ground of the atomic bomb . . . it gives you an 
empty feeling in the stomach to see such man-made devastation. . . . I could 
see about three miles of reddish rubble. That is all the atomic bomb left... . 
The Police Chief of Hiroshima . . . took me to hospitals where the victims 
of the bombs are still being treated. In these hospitals I found people who, 
when the bomb fell, suffered absolutely no injuries, but now are dying from 
the uncanny after-effects. For no apparent reason their health began to fail. 
They lost appetite. ‘Their hair fell out. Bluish spots appeared on their bodies. 
And then bleeding began from the ears, nose and mouth. 
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At first, the doctors told me, they thought these were the symptoms of 
general debility. They gave their patients Vitamin A injections. The results 
were horrible. The flesh started rotting away from the hole caused by the 
injection of the needle. And in every case the victim died. 

A peculiar odour . . . given off by the poisonous gas still issues from the 
earth soaked with radioactivity; against this the inhabitants all wear gauze 
masks over their mouths and noses; many thousands of people have simply 
vanished—the atomic heat was so great that they burned instantly to ashes— 
except that there were no ashes—they were vaporised.t 


The bomb here mentioned, it should be noted, is now considered 
obsolete. Its capacity for destruction has been dwarfed by an even more 
total weapon—the hydrogen bomb. That this development has engen- 
dered a more intensive quest for disarmament than ever before in 
history is by no means surprising. Indeed, the price of failure in this 
quest is not likely to be merely the kind of devastation that was loosed 
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. It may well be the extinction of man as 
the dominant form of life on this planet. 

Since 1945 the issue of disarmament has assumed paramount im- 
portance and has unceasingly occupied the thinking of statesmen and 
technical experts everywhere. The United Nations General Assembly 
has dealt with it during every session and it is safe to predict that this 
pattern will continue. The two major antagonists in the East-West 
struggle have both agreed that disarmament is the most important 
problem facing the world today.? Yet not a single weapon, atomic or 
conventional, has been scrapped. Instead, we are witnessing the fiercest 
and most relentless arms race in history. Why? In order to answer this 
question, we must analyze the disarmament dilemma in all its com- 
plexity. 

If the objective of the political order-builders is a world without 
major disputes, the hope of those who would build order through 
disarmament is a world without weapons. In the view of the latter, 
arms races cause wars. If, as they see it, arms are permitted to accumu- 
late, they will sooner or later be used. An arms race therefore becomes 
a relentless and self-propelling march to war. Both sides strain furiously 
to maintain or reclaim the lead. Finally, the tension reaches such a 
pitch that war is almost welcomed as a liberating explosion. If, on the 
other hand, nations are deprived of the means to fight, the proponents 
of disarmament maintain, wars will either cease to exist or, at worst, 
become relatively harmless. In the telling phrase of Maxim Litvinov: 
“the way to disarm is to disarm.” 

Here we encounter the first crucial problem. Is it true, as the advo- 
cates of disarmament hold, that arms races cause the political tensions 
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that drive nations to war? Or are the political order-builders correct in 
asserting that though arms races may precipitate war, the real source 
of international conflict must be sought in the political tensions between 
nations that lead to arms races in the first place? The former tend to 
regard the arms race as a basic cause of war, the latter merely as a symp- 
tom of political pathology. Both groups are prepared to admit that the 
problem is really a circular one: that arms races breed political tensions; 
that these in turn lead to the development and acquisition of more de- 
structive weapons; and that this situation raises temperatures even further 
—until the violent climax is reached. But the two groups differ as to 
the most effective point at which to intervene in the vicious circle. Those 
who see arms races as a basic cause of war assert the primacy of inter- 
national order-building through disarmament. They maintain that halt- 
ing the arms race will lead to a reduction in political tensions, which 
will likely result in an even further scrapping of weapons. On the other 
hand, a growing number of observers are defending the view that dis- 
armament efforts are bound to fail unless they are preceded by more 
fundamental political accommodation. The way to disarm, according 
to this latter view, is not to begin by disarming but to concentrate 
instead on the settlement of political differences. 

One of the most articulate spokesmen for the primacy of disarma- 
ment is the British Nobel Prize winner Philip Noel-Baker. This scholar 
attacks the thesis that disarmament can only be a consequence, never 
a cause, of improvement in international relations. In support of his 
view, Noel-Baker cites the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817 between 
Britain and the United States, which disarmed the Canadian frontier. 
In his view, this Agreement was a great contribution to the establish- 
ment of friendly relations between Canada and the United States. He 
also points to the 1922 Washington Naval Disarmament Convention, 
which reduced the navies of Britain, the United States, and Japan, as 
producing a remarkable improvement in international relations. He sug- 
gests that the Convention nipped in the bud an impending struggle for 
supremacy of the seas and played a major part in creating cordial rela- 
tions between Britain and the United States. From these examples, the 
author concludes that the ending of the East-West nuclear arms race by 
a disarmament treaty would improve international relations, reduce 
tensions, and facilitate the settlement of outstanding political disputes.? 

‘The opposing view is most eloquently defended by Hans J. Morgen- 
thau. He attacks the view of the military order-builder as unrealistic. 
“Men do not fight because they have arms, but they have arms because 
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they deem it necessary to fight.” If deprived of weapons, nations will 
employ all their resources for the development of new ones. In fact, 
Morgenthau continues, the threat of all-out nuclear war may have been 
the most important single factor that has prevented the outbreak of 
general war in the nuclear age. The removal of that threat through dis- 
armament might indeed increase the dangers of war. Disarmament 
might do away with weapons but not with the will and the technical 
knowledge to produce these weapons. In support of his argument 
Morgenthau cites the Treaty of Versailles which, in his view, was a 
blessing in disguise for German militarism. Disarmament compelled 
Germany to project its military thinking in the future, to look at prob- 
lems of strategy and technology de novo. Far from removing German 
ambitions of conquest, disarmament merely equipped it to fight a second 
World War while France was ready merely for a repetition of World 
War I.* Hence, Morgenthau concludes, the first step toward order-build- 
ing must always be political rather than military. Disarmament in vacuo 
is bound to be a failure. 

In view of the sharp disagreement on the nature and significance of 
disarmament, it is necessary to subject the modern record of disarma- 
ment negotiations to careful scrutiny. Why did most of them fail? What 
was the secret of success of the few that did not? Does the record provide 
any clues for the crucial disarmament negotiations of our own time? 

Before embarking on a survey of the disarmament record, it is useful 
to bear in mind three important distinctions. The first of these is be- 
tween general disarmament, which refers to efforts involving all nations, 
and local disarmament, which includes only a limited number of coun- 
tries. The second is between quantitative disarmament, which concerns 
the reduction of all types of weapons, and qualitative disarmament, 
which concentrates upon a specific category of weapons. It is also useful 
to remember that the reduction of nonatomic weapons is referred to as 
“conventional disarmament,” while “nuclear disarmament” refers to the 
reduction of atomic stockpiles. 

In the entire history of the nation-state system, there are on record 
only two disarmament conferences that proved successful. Both were 
local and quantitative. The first was the Rush-Bagot Agreement, con- 
cluded in 1817, limiting the naval forces of Canada and the United 
States to three vessels each on the Great Lakes. The Agreement resulted 
in the demilitarization of the United States-Canadian frontier. With 
certain revisions that were added during World War II, the Agreement 
has remained in force. 
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The more significant of the two successful ventures in disarmament 
was the Washington Treaty of 1922 for the Limitation of Naval Arma- 
ments. The aim of the Treaty was to determine ratios for the allocation 
of capital ships among the major naval powers. The United States and 
Britain were to have the largest navies, while Japan, France, and Italy 
were given smaller allocations. A ratio of 5:5:3:1.67:1.67 was finally 
established for the capital ships of the United States, Britain, Japan, 
France, and Italy, in that order. As a result, the three leading countries 
scrapped approximately two fifths of their capital ships. In regard to 
cruisers, destroyers, and submarines, however, the Washington Treaty 
failed to reach agreement. The London Naval Conference of 1930 
attempted to complete the work begun at Washington by limiting the 
tonnage of naval craft other than capital ships. Parity for cruisers, de- 
stroyers, and submarines was agreed upon between the United States 
and Britain, while Japan was limited to two thirds of American or British 
strength. Neither France nor Italy was a signatory to the London Treaty. 
Italy demanded parity with France, as in the Washington Agreement. 
This parity France was now unwilling to grant. 

The agreements hammered out so painstakingly in Washington and 
London were not destined to endure. In 1934 Japan demanded parity 
with Britain and the United States in all naval craft. When this demand 
was rejected, Japan abrogated the Treaty and embarked on an ambi- 
tious naval rearmament program. Hence, of the two successes on record, 
only the Rush-Bagot Agreement may be considered permanent. The 
Washington Treaty was moribund after a decade. 

Unhappily, the list of failures is far longer. The pattern was set at the 
First Hague Peace Conference in 1899, when twenty-eight nation ex- 
pressed themselves on the desirability of a reduction in armaments but 
were unable to agree on a specific formula. The failure was repeated by 
forty-four nations meeting at the Second Hague Peace Conference in 
1907. As the Russian delegate put it at the time: “The question was not 
ripe in 1899, it is not any more so in 1907. It has not been possible to 
do anything on these lines, and the Conference today finds itself as little 
prepared to enter upon them as in 1899.”> The next effort took place at 
Versailles in 1919, when disarmament was imposed upon Germany. As 
that nation became mCreasinely restive under the terms of the “Ver- 
sailles Diktat” during the 1920’s, the League of Nations sought desper- 
ately to keep German armaments at a minimum. Finally, a World 
Disarmament Conference was convened at Geneva in 1932. But that 
conference met under the shadow of Hitler, who was to come to power 
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several months later. When Germany embarked on a relentless arms 
program in 1933, the World Disarmament Conference had to concede 
defeat. 

Six years of World War, culminating in the ghastly spectacle of 
atomic destruction, convinced the founders of the United Nations that 
disarmament should be a permanent item on the agenda of the new 
world organization. Accordingly, in January 1946 the General Assembly 
created the Atomic Energy Commission for the specific purpose of elim- 
inating atomic weapons from the nations’ military arsenals. In addition, 
a Commission for Conventional Armaments was established by the 
Security Council in February 1947. When neither of these two organs 
made any progress, the General Assembly, in 1952, amalgamated them 
into one Disarmament Commission. This body originally consisted of 
the members of the Security Council plus Canada. However, each time 
the Commission failed to achieve a consensus, the General Assembly 
attempted to remedy the matter by enlarging its membership. Finally, 
the General Assembly itself became a forum for disarmament proposals 
that were thinly camouflaged propaganda maneuvers in the East-West 
struggle rather than serious overtures to negotiation. Premier Khrush- 
chev’s proposal for general and complete disarmament, which he made 
in the General Assembly in 1959, was a case in point. Since 1954, 
indeed, Geneva rather than the United Nations has become the meeting 
place for serious negotiations. The conferences that have been held 
there have usually included an equal number of representatives from 
East and West. A typical “parity committee” at Geneva during the 
1950's included Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Rumania, and the 
Soviet Union, representing the East; and the United States, Britain, 
France, Canada, and Italy speaking for the West. More recently, a 
specially constituted “Tripartite Committee” has taken over the job. 

Thus, since the end of World War II, disarmament negotiations have 
been a permanent phenomenon. Yet none of the many conferences 
that have been held—whether inside or outside of the United Nations— 
has accomplished the elimination of a single atomic or conventional 
weapon. The most intensive disarmament efforts in Western history 
have been an unmitigated failure. The only successes on record antedate 
World War II, and one of these was of too brief duration to be termed 
an unqualified success. We shall now look into the causes of this dis- 
couraging record. 

One important reason for these many failures is the inherently static 
nature of all disarmament. It is a fact of international life that many 
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nations are constantly engaged in attempts to manipulate the existing 
distribution of power in their favor. An increase in armaments is an 
obvious means to accomplish this end. The goal of disarmament, on the 
other hand, is in essence the freezing of a certain distribution of power 
which will be acceptable to some, but never to all the powers concerned. 
Most nations conceive of themselves as dynamic actors on the inter- 
national scene, hoping to move from strength to strength. Such states 
will have little patience with policies that would deprive them of an im- 
portant means whereby they can grow in power and stature. Indeed, 
one of the greatest obstacles to disarmament is the fact that nations are 
less concerned with what they are than with what they would like to be. 

The technical counterpart of this political truth has been the enor- 
mous difficulty of measurement. Each disarmament conference has to 
grapple with this stubborn problem. Once the delegates get down to 
specifics, they constantly find themselves compelled to “compare apples 
with oranges.” Which is more valuable to a military arsenal—a de- 
stroyer or a tank? How does the striking force of the American Strategic 
Air Command compare to the Soviet land army? How many Polaris 
missiles should be scrapped for each Soviet intercontinental ballistic 
missile? How do four million men in reserve compare to one million in 
active service? Precision is almost impossible to attain. Each side in the 
East-West struggle has advanced proposals that would leave its superior- 
ity intact or reduce that of the other side. Since both the United States 
and the Soviet Union conceive of themselves as dynamic contestants for 
supremacy, neither has been willing to accept an arms reduction that 
would freeze it at a level of inferiority. Salvadore de Madariaga has illus- 
trated the point admirably through the analogy of an imaginary confer- 
ence of animals at which “the lion wanted to eliminate all weapons but 
claws and jaws, the eagle all but talons and beaks and the bear all but 
an embracing hug.”® 

The crucial cause of the failure of most disarmament negotiations is, 
of course, the absence of mutual trust. In technical terms this has meant 
that each side has attempted to impose rigorous requirements of inspec- 
tion and control on the other in order to ensure that an agreement, once 
reached, would not be violated. Control and inspection are to be the 
technical substitute for mutual trust. But this condition has invited a 
circular problem: each side requires control because it does not trust 
the other; yet, the acceptance of a control system itself demands a high 
degree of mutual trust. In short, whenever nations have taken the posi- 
tion that there can be no disarmament without security, they have had 
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to realize that foolproof security is equally impossible. A degree of 
mutual confidence is necessary for both disarmament and security. The 
major powers have been unable to escape from this predicament. 

The control problem proved to be an insurmountable obstacle at the 
very beginning of the nuclear disarmament negotiations in the United 
Nations Atomic Energy Commission in 1946. At that time, when the 
United States still had an atomic monopoly, it proposed a far-reaching 
control plan known as the Acheson-Lilienthal Report, or Baruch Plan. 
‘The purpose of the Plan was to ensure that atomic energy would be used 
exclusively for peaceful purposes. To accomplish this end, the United 
States proposed the internationalization of all facilities producing atomic 
power. All atomic plants would be owned and operated by an Atomic 
Development Authority that would have the powers of inspection, 
accounting, and licensing. The American hope was to place atomic 
energy firmly under international control before the Soviet Union 
would end the American monopoly and engage in an atomic arms race 
with the United States. The Plan was widely heralded as a generous 
offer which would place the power of the atom under the authority of 
a limited world government. The Soviet Union’s response, however, was 
negative. It insisted upon the continuance of national ownership and 
operation of atomic plants and advanced a plan of its own which pro- 
posed the destruction of all existing stocks of nuclear weapons and a 
legal prohibition of their future manufacture. Only after existing stock- 
piles had been destroyed and a treaty outlawing nuclear weapons con- 
cluded would the Soviet Union be ready to proceed to international 
inspection. Most immediately, then, the impasse revolved around the 
problem of priorities. The United States insisted on the priority of inter- 
national inspection before it was willing to undertake the destruction 
of its nuclear stockpiles. Control would have to come first and disarma- 
ment would follow. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, insisted on 
the prior destruction of American stockpiles before it was willing to 
allow international inspection. It reversed the sequence: disarmament 
must come first and control would follow. 

It would seem from the above that the United States’ offer was a 
generous one, whereas the Soviet Union’s rejection was an unreasonable 
act of caprice. After all, the United States made its offer at a time when 
it had an atomic monopoly. It would therefore appear that the Soviet 
Union, which had not yet developed its own atomic bomb, could only 
gain from the internationalization of atomic power. Actually, however, 
the picture is considerably more complex. It is true that the American 
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offer was an enlightened act of statesmanship. But it is equally true that, 
given the state of mistrust between the two super-powers, there were 
valid reasons from the Soviet point of view for rejecting the Baruch 
Plan. First and most important, the Plan would have perpetuated the 
American monopoly of atomic weapons. And beyond that, the Soviet 
Union feared that the proposed Atomic Development Authority would 
be dominated by the Western powers with the Eastern bloc in a perma- 
nent minority without the right of veto. In the words of Andrei 
Gromyko, the Soviet delegate: 


The Soviet Union is aware that there will be a majority in the control organ 
which may take one-sided decisions, a majority on whose benevolent attitude 
toward the Soviet Union the Soviet people cannot count. Therefore, the 
Soviet Union, and probably not only the Soviet Union, cannot allow that 
the fate of its national economy be handed over to this organ." 


Most basically, Soviet suspicions grew out of the realization that only 
the United States would be in a position to cheat, i.e., withhold weap- 
ons from the Authority, while the Soviet Union would be compelled 
to accept a permanent position of inferiority. All this is not to say that 
the United States’ offer was not farsighted. What does seem clear how- 
ever, is that its chances of acceptance would have been considerably 
greater if it had permitted the continuation of national atomic research 
in the Soviet Union. 

The struggle over priorities that began in 1946 has continued without 
letup. The United States and the Soviet Union have both agreed that 
a viable disarmament treaty would have to include provisions for the 
prohibition of nuclear weapons as well as acceptable arrangements for 
control. ‘The Soviet Union has consistently defended the priority of 
prohibition in numerous “ban the bomb” proposals. These proposals 
have been unacceptable to the United States, which fears that the 
Soviet Union would not accede to control once prohibition is ac- 
cepted. For if this eventuality should occur, the United States would 
find itself confronted by the combined land armies of the Soviet 
Union and Communist China without recourse to an atomic de- 
terrent. ‘The United States’ insistence on the priority of control, on the 
other hand, has been unacceptable to the Soviet Union because the lat- 
ter has consistently tended to regard all intemational inspection as a 
form of espionage. Hence the paradoxical situation that though both 
powers have since 1958 accepted the principle of simultaneous disarma- 
ment and control, they have been unable to translate it into practice. 
Each side has continued to postpone what for it would be the greater 
sacrifice and, instead, encouraged the opponent to take the first step. To 
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try to expedite matters the French in 1958 introduced the ingenious 
formula: “neither control without disarmament, nor disarmament with- 
out control but, progressively, all the disarmament that can at present 
be controlled.”* Though this proposal met the problem in principle, it, 
too, could not be applied in practice. 

Fundamentally, the impasse stems from the fact that American pro- 
posals have assumed a good deal of Soviet confidence in the United 
States, while the Soviet counterproposals have assumed an equal amount 
of American faith in Soviet intentions. When the two rivals realized 
that this premise of mutual trust did not exist, they sought substitutes 
in various technical requirements for inspection and control. Yet they 
soon concluded that even such technical devices could never be com- 
pletely foolproof; cheating would continue to be possible regardless of 
how intricate the safeguards. Indeed, there clearly seemed no other 
alternative: good faith was a necessary premise for all disarmament ne- 
gotiations and arrangements. 

A further reason for the failure of all disarmament negotiations to 
date may be found, paradoxically enough, in the very interest that the 
subject has continued to evoke in world public opinion. In the words of 
India’s Prime Minister Nehru: 


The arms race affects us nations and peoples everywhere, whether we are 
involved in wars or power blocs or not. . . . There can be little doubt about 
the deep and widespread concern in the world, particularly among peoples, 
about these weapons and their dreadful consequences.® 

The testing of hydrogen weapons on both sides of the Iron Curtain and 
the resulting problem of atomic radiation have intensified public indig- 
nation the world over. Disarmament has become the most emotional 
issue before the United Nations General Assembly. Not surprisingly, 
the rise of this passionate popular interest and involvement has led both 
sides in the conflict to engage in “open diplomacy.” Vying for the al- 
legiance of the uncommitted countries where disarmament is a burning 
issue, the two super-powers have turned the disarmament negotiations 
themselves into a weapon in the East-West struggle. Open diplomacy in 
the sensitive and frequently technical field of disarmament has inevitably 
culminated in propaganda battles in which both East and West have felt 
compelled to appeal to the audiences rather than to each other. 

Each side faces a similar dilemma in the conduct of these public ne- 
gotiations. The demands of security forbid the advancement of proposals 
which the other side would find genuinely acceptable. But the power of 
publicity demands that the proposals appear as reasonable as possible 
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in order to avoid the onus of sabotaging the negotiations. Hence, a 
curious pattern has developed that one observer aptly calls the “games- 
manship of disarmament.”}° This “game” has been played according to 
certain tacit but well-defined rules: 


Every plan offered by either side has contained a set of proposals calculated 
to have wide popular appeal. Every such set has included at least one 
feature that the other side could not possibly accept, thus forcing a re- 
jection. Then the proposing side has been able to claim that the rejector is 
opposed to the idea of disarmament in toto. The objectionable feature may 
be thought of as the “joker” in every series of proposals. 


As a result of this “game,” the illusion has sometimes been created that 
the two sides have narrowed their differences. Actually, what has hap- 
pened is that each side has expanded its range of acceptable proposals 
to insure popular appeal, but has made equally sure that a “joker” would 
force rejection of the entire package. The Baruch Plan contained such 
a ‘joker’: the insistence that there be no veto on the question of sanc- 
tions against violators of the control agreement. Acceptance of this 
“joker” would have placed the Soviet Union in a position of permanent 
military inferiority. Soviet proposals have made similar use of the “joker” 
technique. A typical case was a Soviet proposal, made on May 10, 1955, 
in which the USSR agreed to reduce its land armies to a maximum figure 
desired by the three Western powers. For five years the Western ne- 
gotiators had proposed a reduction of Chinese, Soviet, and American 
forces to one million men each, with 650,000 each for France and the 
United Kingdom. But as public pressure mounted and the July 1955 
Summit Conference drew nearer, the French delegate to the Confer- 
ence, Jules Moch, stated that “The whole thing look{ed] too good to be 
true.” The spokesman for the United States, on the other hand, made 
the following, more optimistic statement: 


We have been gratified to find that the concepts which we have put forward 
over a considerable length of time, and which we have repeated many times 
during this past two months, have been accepted in a large measure by the 
Soviet Union.” 


As it turned out, Moch’s suspicions were fully justified. The proposal 
was indeed too good to be true. The Soviet concession was made condi- 
tional upon agreement that “states possessing military, naval and air 
bases in the territories of other states shall undertake to liquidate such 
bases.”18 In other words, the Soviet “joker” was a demand for the dis- 
solution of the Western alliance system—a condition, of course, that 
was completely unacceptable without prior settlement of the major 
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political differences between East and West. It is significant, neverthe- 
less, that despite the obviousness of this “joker,” the onus for the col- 
lapse of the manpower reduction talks was placed by most observers 
at the Summit Conference squarely upon the United States. The public, 
eager for results, has usually been hypnotized by what appears to be a 
generous proposal and has rarely noticed the “jokers.”” Even as astute 
an observer as Philip Noel-Baker failed to perceive the deceptiveness of 
the Soviet bid. In his book, The Arms Race, he refers to May 10, 1955, 
the day of the Soviet manpower reduction proposal, as “the moment of 
hope,” and attributes its failure directly to what he feels to have been 
the dogmatic unwillingness of the American State Department to dis- 
arm at all.1# 

Perhaps the really classic example of “gamesmanship” was Premier 
Khrushchev’s dramatic proposal for “general and complete disarma- 
ment,” made before the General Assembly in September 1959. In his 
speech, the Soviet Premier suggested that “over a period of four years, 
all states should carry out complete disarmament and should divest 
themselves of the means of waging war.” The Premier envisaged the 
dissolution of all armies, navies, air forces, general staffs, war ministries, 
and military schools as well as the destruction of all atomic weapons 
and missiles. Especially in the uncommitted countries, the publicity 
value of the Russian leader’s speech was quite high, even though, by 
the late 1950’s, the effectiveness of disarmament propaganda had begun 
to reach a point of diminishing returns. Yet as always, there was a 
‘Soker.”’ And this time it was the vagueness of the new proposal’s refer- 
ences to the matter of control provisions. Indeed, the most to which 
the Soviet Premier would commit himself was the establishment of “an 
international control body in which all states would participate.”*® Yet 
Mr. Khrushchev presumably knew full well that as far as the West was 
concerned, no disarmament proposal would be acceptable unless it at 
the same time provided for a rigorous and full-scale inspection system. 

A final reason for the failure of disarmament is undoubtedly the fact 
that one of the two main negotiators is a totalitarian power and as such, 
a closed society. It is true that the unwillingness to accept international 
inspection has not always been a Soviet monopoly. As Claude points 
out, the United States expressed similar suspicions of foreign inspection 
in 1919 and again in 1927.17 But in the United States and most other 
Western countries, this attitude appears now to have been largely tran- 
scended. In 1958, for example, the American Institute of Public Opinion 
conducted an extensive poll in six nations—the United States, Britain, 
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France, West Germany, India, and Japan—to determine the climate of 
opinion in regard to international inspection of disarmament.’* The 
following three questions were asked: 


1. Would you favor or oppose setting up a world-wide organization 
which would make sure—by regular inspections—that no nation 
including Russia and the United States, makes atom bombs, hydro- 
gen bombs and missiles? 

2. If this inspection organization were set up, would you favor or op- 
pose making it each person’s duty to report any attempt to secretly 
make atom bombs, hydrogen bombs and missiles? 

3. If you, yourself, knew that someone in [name of country] was 
attempting to secretly make forbidden weapons, would you report 
this to the office of the world-wide inspection organization in this 
country? 


The first question simply referred to a general disarmament proposal; 
the second, however, raised a potential conflict of values between na- 
tional and international loyalty; and the third posed the problem of 
conflicting loyalties in its starkest form. Hence it was expected that 
favorable responses would be highest to question one and lowest to ques- 
tion three. Actually, the overall results of the six-nation poll were strik- 
ing: an overwhelmingly positive response to all three questions in all 
six countries. Japan ranked highest, with West Germany, India, France, 
the United States, and Britain following, in that order. From these re- 
sults the authors concluded that “Inspection by the People was not as 
visionary a proposal as one might have thought.’!® This conclusion is 
perhaps overly optimistic, since the authors did not take into account 
the probable differences between people’s reactions to a set of hypo- 
thetical questions and their possible reactions when confronted with an 
actual situation. Yet the study does permit the conclusion that a cross- 
section of the citizens of six democratic nations is definitely in favor of 
some form of international inspection of disarmament. The very fact, 
on the other hand, that the Soviet Union did not permit such a poll is 
itself indicative. Like all closed societies, it has been obsessed with the 
importance of national sovereignty. And, of course, national sovereignty 
reaches its most absolute form in matters of military security. In view 
of this difference in the underlying political logic of East and West, dif- 
ferences between the two sides on such technical matters as to whether 
inspection or prohibition should have priority, or as to the allocation of 
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specific ratios, are, in the last analysis, merely surface manifestations. 
The really fundamental difference, rather, must be sought in the basi- 
cally different characters of the two types of societies: the Western 
system, more “open” than that of the East, has been able to absorb at 
least a minimum of international authority; the Soviet Union, largely 
a “closed” society, has regarded all forms of foreign control as a menace 
and, hence, anathema. 

We are now left with the crucial substantive question of whether the 
record indicates that order-building through disarmament is a valid ap- 
proach. The evidence suggests that it is not. Disarmament seems to be 
not so much a means for the attainment of political order as a product 
of its achievement. We have seen that, as a rule, nations will be con- 
cerned with disarmament only when they are engaged in a power 
struggle; yet it is precisely this condition which makes the attainment of 
disarmament so difficult. Even the Washington Treaty of 1922 cannot 
be cited as an argument in favor of the effectiveness of disarmament. 
Most of the capital ships that were discarded under the terms of the 
Treaty were obsolete and would have been scrapped anyway. The vessels 
considered most important in a future war were cruisers, destroyers, and 
submarines. And significantly, it was in these three categories that the 
five signatory powers failed to reach agreement. In fact, it might be said 
that all the Treaty accomplished was a “naval holiday” in the building of 
capital ships that freed the energies of the five nations to engage in an 
arms race in the production of other naval craft that were considered 
more vital to the needs of modern warfare. Even if one rejects this un- 
charitable interpretation of the Washington Treaty, it would be difficult 
to regard it as a significant instrument of international order-building in 
view of the fact that Japan repudiated it the moment its new policy of 
imperialism seemed to dictate. Disarmament as a direct approach to 
order seems feasible only when nations are interested in the enhancement 
rather than in the reduction of one another’s strength. It is probably 
an exaggeration to claim, as does one authority, that because of the many 
technical obstacles involved, “even such inveterate friends as the United 
States and Britain probably could not agree on a formula of mutual 
arms limitation.”2° After all, the Rush-Bagot agreement of 1817 between 
the United States and Canada was just such a case. Yet the irony of this 
Agreement lies in the fact that it was probably unnecessary since it was 
concluded between two neighbors, both of whom by then considered war 
between them most unlikely. 
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The discouraging record of disarmament in the modern world supports 
the proposition that order is fundamentally not a military problem. 
Disarmament negotiations per se will not reduce the tensions between 
the major powers unless such efforts are preceded by at least a minimum 
of success in the settlement of outstanding political differences. This 
is really another way of saying that the problem of disarmament is not 
disarmament at all, but is in essence the problem of forging the bonds 
of political community among nations. We have seen earlier that we 
know little about the causes of war. Similarly, we do not know enough 
about the process of community-building. Why should a pilot under 
orders drop a lethal weapon on a defenseless city in “enemy” country, 
but refuse to drop it on his own? At first glance, this question may seem 
naive. But when one considers its human implications, it is not. For 
if we could answer it, the issue of disarmament would have become 
largely irrelevant. As an order-building strategy disarmament is chiefly 
concerned with symptoms. The real causes of the disease must be sought 
at a deeper level. 

The frustrations over disarmament have led some thinkers to approach 
the problem in a somewhat different way: arms control rather than 
disarmament. Whereas the disarmer is primarily concerned with the 
actual scrapping of weapons, the arms controller is more interested in 
stabilizing the climate in which these weapons exist. The emphasis here 
is less on hardware and more on psychology. The hope is that progress 
can be made on issues related to disarmament, which might act as con- 
fidence-builders and ultimately lead to actual disarmament agreements. 
In December 1959, for example, a treaty was signed among twelve 
nations with claims in Antarctica demilitarizing that continent. The 
signatories pledged themselves neither to establish military fortifications 
nor to carry out military maneuvers in the Antarctic. In 1963, in the wake 
of the Cuban missile crisis, the Soviet Union and the United States 
established direct communications—a “hot line” between the White 
House and the Kremlin—and reached agreement on the peaceful uses 
of outer space. In 1964 the United States offered one of its large nuclear 
reactors to international inspection by a United Nations agency, and in 
the same year the two super-powers agreed on cutbacks in their stockpiles 
of fissionable materials—the raw materials for atomic weapons—thus 
retarding the growth of “overkill” capacity on both sides. Perhaps the 
most encouraging symptom of the new détente was the partial nuclear 
test ban signed in Moscow in 1963. This agreement is of sufficient im- 
portance to warrant special treatment as a case study. 
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The Cessation of Nuclear Testing 


The goal of nuclear test cessation was always more modest than that of 
disarmament since it implied no reduction of stockpiles nor any funda- 
mental change in the arsenals of the negotiating powers. A nuclear test 
ban would accomplish two things: it would limit the further development 
of nuclear weapons already stocked in great quantities in the Soviet 
Union, the United States, Britain, and France; and it would halt further 
contamination of the world’s atmosphere through radioactive fallout. 

If disarmament has been the most important general problem before 
the General Assembly, the cessation of nuclear weapons testing was the 
most crucial specific issue related to disarmament. The pressures on the 
nuclear powers, especially by the atomic “have not” nations, were enor- 
mous. In 1959, for example, the General Assembly passed by overwhelm- 
ing majorities four resolutions urging a moratorium on nuclear tests. 
These resolutions were primarily a reflection of a world-wide concern 
with the damage to human health if tests were to continue. 

Scientists have differed widely on the amount of damage that radio- 
active fallout inflicts on the human system. But all agree that there are 
at least four areas in which some harm is certain to result. For one thing, 
it has been established that exposure to radiation shortens the human life 
span. In the opinion of Dr. H. J. Muller, a leading American geneticist, 
the shortening of the life span is “by far the most serious of the long 
term effects on the exposed person himself.”*1 The second danger derives 
from strontium go, a radioactive substance produced by nuclear explo- 
sions but unknown in nature. This by-product of atomic tests causes 
cancer of the bone. Opinions differ on the extent of the damage but 
there is wide agreement that each test results in bone cancer being in- 
curred by a number of people. Most scientists also agree that children are 
more susceptible to the poison than adults.”? Leukemia, a fatal disease 
of the white blood cells, has also been related to strontium go.”* Finally, 
the most far-reaching effects of fallout seem to be genetic mutations 
in future generations. Again, estimates vary but there is wide agreement 
among geneticists that nuclear tests will be responsible for a considerable 
number of stillbirths, embryonic deaths, and defective mutations.** 

As a result of constant prodding by the General Assembly, the Soviet 
Union, in May 1955, took the initiative in seeking a test ban. During 
the following year the Soviet Union pressed the United States for the 
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conclusion of a bilateral agreement. The Soviet position was that the 
question of a test ban could be separated from the general problem of 
disarmament and that controls to detect violations were unnecessary. 
As Premier Bulganin wrote to President Eisenhower in 1956: 


It is a known fact that the discontinuation of such tests does not in itself 
require any international control agreements, for the present state of science 
and engineering makes it possible to detect any explosion of an atomic or 
hydrogen bomb, wherever it may be set off. In our opinion this situation 
makes it possible to separate the problem of ending tests of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons from the general problem of disarmament and to solve 
it independently even now, without tying an agreement on this subject 
to agreements on other disarmament problems.” 


The Western powers agreed to discuss a test ban as a separate issue but 
flatly rejected the Soviet assertion that controls were unnecessary. In a 
counterproposal, the United States, Great Britain, and France suggested 
test cessation under an international control system. The Soviet Union 
declared itself willing to negotiate the vexatious matter of inspection. The 
next difficulty arose when the United States insisted on the need to con- 
tinue testing until a cut-off agreement and a control plan had actually 
been negotiated. At this point, great pressure was exerted on the Ameri- 
can government by a large majority in the General Assembly to agree to 
an informal test ban pending the conclusion of a formal treaty. Opinion 
among leading American scientists was deeply divided on this issue. On 
the one hand, Dr. Linus Pauling, an American Nobel Prize winner, 
represented a considerable body of opinion when he demanded that tests 
be halted immediately: 


Each added amount of radiation causes damage to the health of human 
beings all over the world and causes damage to the pool of human germ 
plasm such as to lead to an increase in the number of seriously defective 
children that will be born in future generations. An international agree- 
ment to stop all testing of nuclear weapons now, could serve as a first step 
towards a more general disarmament, and the effective abolition of nuclear 
weapons, averting the possibility of a nuclear war that would be a catastrophe 
to all humanity.” 


The case for continuing tests was largely defended by scientists in the 
United States Atomic Energy Commission. In the opinion of Dr. 
Edward ‘Teller, a leading scientist, testing had to continue because 


further tests will put us into a position to fight our opponent’s war machine 
while sparing the innocent bystanders. One development of the greatest 


The Cessation of Nuclear Testing ang 


importance is the progressive reduction of radioactive fallout. Clean weapons 
of this kind will reduce unnecessary casualties in a future war.2” 

Dr. Teller’s colleague in the AEC, Dr. Willard F. Libby, also justified 
atomic tests on grounds of national defense: 

It is not contended, that there is no risk to human health. Are we willing 
to take this very small and rigidly controlled risk, or would we prefer to run 
the risk of annihilation which might result, if we surrendered the weapons 
which are so essential to our freedom and actual survival?” 

While the United States was engaged in weighing the alternatives of a 
provisional test ban, the Soviet Union, in March 1958, announced a uni- 
lateral cessation of nuclear tests. Once again on the defensive, the United 
States proposed a meeting of technical experts to study the feasibility of a 
control system to detect violations of a test ban. This conference, at- 
tended by an equal number of scientists from East and West, took place 
in July 1958 and submitted a positive report, calling for three steps by 
which a detection system might be implemented: 


1. A network of control posts around the globe. About 170 would be 
land-based. Of these ten would be in the United States, fourteen in 
the USSR, and eight in Communist China. The remaining land- 
based posts would be distributed on the continents and on large 
and small oceanic islands. Ten additional posts would be on ships. 

2. Creation of an “international control organ,” which would run the 
global system, pick the staff, select the detection devices, study 
reports and generally see to it that no nation violated the test 
suspension agreement. 

3. Use of weather reconnaissance aircraft to sample the air for radio- 
activity. They would rush to a suspicious area to see if a bomb had 
been set off or whether the tremor was due to other causes.” 


The scientists’ report, while welcomed by the negotiators, raised impor- 
tant new problems. What would be the composition of the “international 
control organ”? What would be the voting procedure? Would there be 
a veto? What would be the authority of the inspectors? Serious bargain- 
ing took place on all of these questions at Geneva. ‘The West suggested 
a veto-free control commission to be headed by a neutral administrator. 
The Soviet Union, however, insisted on a three-man directorate and the 
right of veto. The negotiators also disagreed on the number and role 
of the inspectors in the field. The West demanded international and 
mobile inspection teams with freedom of access to any area where an 
illegal atomic test is suspected. The Soviet Union emphasized the 
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primacy of self-inspection but accepted the admission in principle of 
“foreign specialists” from the West. Another technical problem 
presented itself when the United States announced that it had under- 
estimated the difficulty of detecting underground nuclear explosions. 
The United States position was that such explosions would be almost 
indistinguishable seismographically from natural shocks such as earth- 
quakes. Hence, the American government demanded that the number 
of control stations be raised from 180 to 600. 

More threatening than the technical problems of an atomic test ban 
was the sword of Damocles of the “nth nation.” The main negotiators 
were three nuclear powers—the United States, the Soviet Union, and 
Britain. But France, of course, was already developing her own nuclear 
arsenal, and it was estimated that in the not too distant future several new 
nations would join the “nuclear club”: Belgium, Canada, China, Czech- 
oslovakia, East Germany, West Germany, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, 
Sweden, and Switzerland.2° Would the new atomic powers agree to be 
bound by a treaty to which they were not a party? France, for example, 
insisted on the completion of a series of tests while the Big Three were 
engaged in negotiations in Geneva. Far more serious, even, was the prob- 
lem of Communist China. The 1958 Geneva report of the technical ex- 
perts recommended that eight of the 180 control stations be placed on 
mainland China. If the “international control organ” were placed under 
United Nations authority, would it be reasonable to expect Communist 
China to admit United Nations control posts on her territory while she 
was not a member of the world organization? Even if the control organ 
were set up outside the United Nations framework, would Communist 
China consider herself bound by a treaty with nations that continued to 
refuse to recognize her as a legal government? 

Despite the numerous difficulties, a remarkable lessening of differences 
occurred during 1959 and 1960, but in late 1961 the Soviet Union broke 
the informal moratorium and tested weapons of unprecedented explosive 
force. By the time of the Cuban missile crisis a test ban agreement 
seemed more remote than ever. Yet the resolution of that crisis seemed to 
convince the Soviet leadership that more could be gained from a détente 
with the West than from a policy of intransigence. At any rate, in 
July 1963 Paul-Henri Spaak of Belgium reported that Premier Khrush- 
chev seemed genuinely interested in a test ban. A few days later, Ameri- 
can and British negotiators, led by Averell Harriman and Lord Hailsham, 
respectively, arrived in Moscow to explore the seriousness of Soviet in- 
tentions. After five days of negotiations, tentative agreement was reached 
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and a copy of the draft treaty was publicized on July 24. All nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere, under water, and in space were to cease, but 
underground tests were to be permitted. On August 5 Soviet Foreign 
Minister Andrei Gromyko, United States Secretary of State Dean Rusk, 
and British Foreign Secretary Lord Home put their signatures to the 
document. After a protracted debate, the United States Senate, on Sep- 
tember 24, ratified the Treaty by a vote of 80 to 19. A large majority of 
the world’s nations quickly followed suit and deposited their instruments 
of ratification. A decade of arduous negotiations had finally produced 
concrete results. 

On the negative side, France and Communist China made a common 
front against the Treaty. The former was bent on its own independent 
nuclear force and the latter attacked the Treaty as a fraud and saw it as 
further proof of Soviet “softness on capitalism.” Also, the test ban was 
only partial. Nevertheless, most observers agreed with President Ken- 
nedy’s assessment of the Treaty as a step toward reason and away from 
war. In specific and immediate terms, it solved a major problem of public 
health by halting the further contamination of the atmosphere by radio- 
active fallout. More broadly, it was the first East-West agreement in the 
tensely guarded realm of military security. 


An International Police Force and Collective Security 


The framers of the United Nations Charter foresaw that the elimination 
or even the substantial reduction of armaments would be an extremely 
difficult task. They had considerably greater faith in the possibility of 
fashioning a world in which arms would be redistributed and organized 
in such a way that lawbreakers could be confronted by preponderant 
military power. As the postwar world developed, however, the growing 
fury of the East-West struggle made it almost impossible for the UN 
Security Council really to function as the planned-for instrument of col- 
lective security. Consequently, the standing United Nations Armed 
Force that was envisaged by the UN founders in Article 43 was never 
permitted to come to life. It seemed, indeed, as though the East-West 
struggle would permanently prevent the creation of the one international 
instrument that could be most valuable of all for military order-building: 
a permanent and powerful international police force. What had hap- 
pened, of course, was that the would-be international policemen had 
fallen out among themselves. 
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Yet if we survey the record, the East-West struggle has nevertheless 
not prevented the United Nations from engaging in military action to 
defend collective security. On four different occasions the United Nations 
has managed effectively to meet serious threats to the peace. The first 
military action under the United Nations flag was fought in Korea from 
1950 to 1953. In 1956 a United Nations Emergency Force was set up to 
restore order in the Middle East. In 1960 a United Nations Force was 
given prime responsibility for insulating the newly independent Congo 
from the East-West struggle. And in 1964 a UN force was dispatched 
to Cyprus to prevent civil war between the island’s Greek and Turkish 
communities. Each of these experiences has been unique in its highly 
improvised character; each has involved the UN in a most explosive 
situation and so has had a quality high of drama; and while all of them 
have fallen short of the original concept of collective security, each has 
made an important contribution to military order. 


THE KOREAN “POLICE ACTION” 


We have seen earlier that in Korea the mobilization of an international 
police force was made possible only through the absence of the Soviet 
delegate from the Security Council in June 1950. But once the Council 
was freed from the paralyzing veto—albeit only temporarily—it was 
able to organize military action swiftly and effectively. This first modern 
effort of international policing therefore deserves careful analysis. 

On June 27, two days after the North Korean attack, the Security 
Council called upon all members to “furnish such assistance to the Re- 
public of Korea as may be necessary to repel the armed attack and to 
restore international peace and security in the area.”$t On July 7 the 
Council recommended that such forces and other assistance be placed 
under a Unified Command under United States operational control. It 
also authorized the Unified Command to use the United Nations flag. 
The response of the member nations to this first modern experiment in 
collective security was encouraging. Fifteen members other than the 
United States and the Republic of Korea offered to contribute troops: 
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Lux- 
embourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the Philippines, Thailand, 
Turkey, the Union of South Africa, and the United Kingdom. In addi- 
tion, thirty-seven other members offered to contribute a wide range of 
supplies and services, including food, clothing, medical supplies, and 
transportation. 

Since almost go per cent of the non-Korean forces fighting under the 
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United Nations flag were United States forces, and since it had been the 
United States that had taken the initiative in this UN action, it was only 
logical that the Unified Command should be primarily an American 
operation. Accordingly, General Douglas MacArthur was placed in 
charge of the United Nations Command and, for all practical purposes, 
the United Nations Police Force became identical with the Far East 
Command of the United States. South Korean troops were integrated 
into American companies and joint actions with other United Nations 
allies were conducted through liaison officers. Moreover, since the 
United States was bearing by far the largest share of the load, this pre- 
ponderant American military role was accepted by all concerned as 
perfectly fair and proper. 

While questions of military coordination in Korea were thus largely 
solved through the commanding position of the United States, the 
problem of providing the United Nations Force with political guidance 
presented almost insuperable obstacles. So long as the United Nations 
Forces were south of the 38th parallel, the problem was not acute. But 
by August 1, 1950, the day the Soviet delegate returned to the Security 
Council, the United Nations Forces were fast approaching the 38th 
parallel. A decision had to be made whether to stop at that point or to 
carry UN operations beyond it. In view of the Soviet Union’s return to 
the Security Council and the consequent certainty of their veto in the 
matter, the decision had to be made by the General Assembly. Under 
American pressure, but with considerable misgivings, the General As- 
sembly voted to authorize the entrance of United Nations Forces into 
North Korea. Yet in effect, this and subsequent decisions were made by 
the United States rather than by the General Assembly itself. In Novem- 
ber 1950, after the Chinese intervention, there was formed a Committee 
of Sixteen for inter-allied consultation, but in practice the United States 
almost always prevailed. American domination of the international police 
force became most evident in the controversy involving the Commander, 
General MacArthur. Most of the allies, and many Americans, viewed 
MacArthur’s intentions to bomb military bases in Manchuria as a serious 
provocation to the Chinese. The removal of the General from the United 
Nations Command did not, however, take place in deference to the 
wishes of the allies, but was fundamentally the result of the General’s 
challenge to the authority of his Commander-in-Chief, the President of 
the United States. 

This first experiment in blocking aggression through an international 
police force was neither an unqualified success nor a complete failure. On 
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the negative side, it owed its activation to a fortuitous circumstance—the 
Soviet Union’s temporary absence from the Security Council; it fell far 
short of a genuine collective security action; though initiated as a “police 
action,” it developed into a limited war; instead of crushing the aggressor, 
it resulted in the signing of an armistice with him on the basis of equal- 
ity; it was in effect chiefly an American enterprise and, aside from the 
forces of the Republic of Korea, involved the participation of only 36,000 
combatants from the other United Nations countries; and its political 
direction was dominated chiefly by the United States. In fact, if it had 
not been for American initiative, the international police force in Korea 
would not have come into existence at all. 

On the other hand, the Korean experience broke precedent in several 
important ways. It saw sixteen nations fighting as a United Nations army, 
under the United Nations flag, and led by a United Nations commander. 
Moreover, despite the disproportionate role played by the United States, 
its image as a United Nations action has remained largely intact. Most 
important, the United Nations Force succeeded in halting aggression 
and restoring what was in effect the status quo ante bellum. Even when 
comparing this achievement with the League of Nations’ dismal failure 
in Manchuria in 1931, it would be an exaggeration to characterize it as 
a complete “success.” Yet the fact remains that the United Nations 
Force in Korea took a big step along the road to collective security. 

The greatest weakness of the Korean action was the lack of planning 
for the transition from military enforcement to the tasks of consolidating 
the peace. Though the aggressor had been thrown back, Korea remained 
as politically divided as before—and, ironically, along a line only a short 
distance from the 38th parallel where the fighting had begun. At best, 
therefore, the United Nations action provided a breathing spell during 
which political differences could once more be subjected to negotiation. 
This in itself was a great service. Yet the final lesson of Korea is nonethe- 
less clear: that the pursuit of order through purely military techniques 
is bound to fail unless it is shored up by equally determined efforts to 
reach a political settlement. 


THE UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE IN SUEZ 


United Nations military action in the Middle East was considerably 
less-dramatic than the Korean campaign. The UN Emergency Force 
that was dispatched to the troubled area never exceeded 6000 men. 
Moreover, UNEF was never meant to be a fighting army. Its purpose, 
rather, was to serve as a symbol of the UN’s involvement which, it was 
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hoped, would succeed in bringing about the neutralization of the dis- 
puted areas. Its unique achievement, in which it went importantly be- 
yond the Korean action, was that it constituted for the first time a 
genuine international police force that was not dominated by any single 
power. In fact, all of the Great Powers were specifically excluded from it. 
For this reason the significance of UNEF greatly transcends its modest 
physical dimensions. 

The father of the United Nations Emergency Force was Lester B. 
Pearson of Canada. When on November 2, 1956, the General Assembly 
was locked in acrimonious debate over British-French-Israeli action in 
Suez, Pearson proposed that peace and security be restored through a 
United Nations Force. United States and Afro-Asian approval en- 
couraged the Canadian diplomat to draft a resolution requesting the 
Secretary-General to draw up a plan for the creation of an international 
military force to be submitted to the General Assembly within forty- 
eight hours. The Canadian resolution passed without a negative vote at 
a time when Britain and France were still bombing Egyptian territory. 
Secretary-General Hammarskjold and Pearson immediately set about to 
improvise the Force. They decided to appoint Major General E. L. M. 
Burns, chief of staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organiza- 
tion in Palestine, as head of the new United Nations Command. The 
next vital decision concerned the composition of troops to be sent. The 
Secretary-General thought it wise to exclude the Great Powers from the 
Force. It would have been ill-advised to deputize Britain and France as 
United Nations policemen, since Egypt would never have agreed to admit 
them. If the United States were included, the Soviet Union would de- 
mand a role and hence it was best to keep the two super-powers out 
altogether. 

To the delight of leading United Nations officials, twenty-four mem- 
bers agreed to make troops available for the enterprise, with offers ranging 
from 1180 from Canada to 250 from Finland. However, this delight 
began to give way to embarrassment when, in order not to jeopardize 
relations with Egypt, it became necessary to reject some of the offers. 
For example, the Canadian contingent, especially a battalion of the 
“Queen’s Own Rifles,” resembled the British too much in appearance. 
Pearson tactfully decided to use them as maintenance and administrative 
personnel in roles where they would be least conspicuous. New Zealand 
troops were politely rejected because New Zealand had voted with 
Britain and France in the General Assembly on the Suez affair. Pakistan 
was considered unsuitable because it was a member of the Baghdad 
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Pact and an irritant to India. Troops from the Soviet bloc—Czechoslo- 
vakia and Rumania—were not “rejected” but simply not “activated.”*? 
Finally, a contingent of 6000 troops from ten countries—Brazil, Canada, 
Colombia, Denmark, Finland, India, Indonesia, Norway, Sweden, and 
Yugoslavia—was ready for action. 

The composition of the Force was very important since its admission 
to the contested area depended upon the permission of Egypt. Though 
this condition was distasteful to many members of the Assembly as well 
as to United Nations officials, it was, according to the Secretary-General, 
the “very basis and starting point” of the entire operation. In effect, 
Egypt therefore had a veto over the national makeup of the Force and 
could, as well, determine the length of its stay in the Suez area. On 
November 12 Egypt granted UNEF permission to enter. Shortly there- 
after, Britain, France, and Israel were persuaded to withdraw from 
Egyptian territory and UNEF proceeded to neutralize the contested 
boundary zones. Its function became essentially that of a “buffer” be- 
tween Israel and Egypt. 

Analysis of the UNEF experience points up a striking dilemma for 
any international police force. In order to be an effective instrument of 
collective security and a respectable military force, it must include one 
or more of the Great Powers. But if it does, it is likely to find itself 
dominated by a Great Power, as was the case in Korea, and to suffer a 
proportionate loss of its international character. Hence, since in order 
to steer clear of the East-West struggle it must exclude the Great Powers, 
a truly international force can hardly be more than a “buffer.” The 
Korean Force, organized and operated as an instrument of enforcement, 
came closer to the ideal of collective security in terms of its action. The 
Middle East Force, though compelled to limit itself to the task of 
neutralization, more closely approached the collective security ideal in 
terms of its composition. And though the latter's operation depended 
on the sufferance of Egypt and could aspire to nothing more than to 
serve as a “buffer,” its role should not be underestimated. For by his 
success in assembling UNEF, the Secretary-General was able to forge an 
instrument that, at a time when general war was a distinct possibility, 
helped to restore to the Middle East the status quo ante bellum. 


THE UNITED NATIONS CONGO FORCE 


Perhaps the most complex military challenge to confront the United 
Nations was the one that occurred in 1960 in the Congo, and again in 
1961 in the secessionist province of Katanga. Historians may differ with 
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Mr. Hammarskjéld’s view that the United Nations’ task in the Congo 
was the most important responsibility that the world organization had 
to shoulder in the first fifteen years of its lifetime, but most will agree 
that the Congo problem required every diplomatic and military resource 
that the United Nations could possibly muster. 

We have seen earlier that the United Nations was first called into the 
infant African republic in order to take the place of Belgian troops whose 
sudden withdrawal had left the Congo in a state of political unrest 
verging on anarchy and civil war. The Secretary-General’s problems in 
putting together a United Nations Force for the Congo resembled those 
that had been faced in the Middle East. Once again, the Great Powers 
had to be kept out of the conflict. Furthermore, it was deemed advisable 
mostly to employ African troops for the United Nations Force. The 
Secretary-General, together with UN Under-Secretary Ralph J. Bunche, 
appealed to the new African nations for support. The response again was 
encouraging: almost all the African nations offered contributions. In 
addition, troops were accepted from Ireland, Sweden, Indonesia, Malaya, 
the United Arab Republic, and India. At its high point, the Congo Force 
comprised over 20,000 men from twenty-nine different countries. The 
task of the Force became vastly more complex, however, when tribal 
warfare broke out between the central government in Leopoldville under 
Premier Lumumba and secessionist movements in the two provinces of 
Katanga and Kasai. The United Nations Force faced an almost insoluble 
dilemma: how to restore order while avoiding the charge of intervention 
in a civil war. As in the Middle East, the presence of the Force had to be 
approved by a sovereign government. But whereas, in the case of Egypt, 
President Nasser had retained control, the Congolese government was in 
a state of disintegration. The Premier and the President of the central 
government were locked in a power struggle. Moreover, the Soviet Union 
gave material help to the Lumumba government in direct contravention 
of the wishes of the United Nations Command and refused to pay its 
share of the cost of the Peace Force. Racial tension entered the picture 
when ex-Premier Lumumba accused the non-African contingents of the 
Force of being pro-Belgian. Several member states withdrew their con- 
tingents from the Force in protest against “neocolonialism.” 

Financial crises constantly threatened the life of the Force. Even after 
the General Assembly recognized President Kasavubu as the legitimate 
spokesman for the Congo, United Nations personnel were beaten up by 
Congolese and frequently had to shoot in self-defense. The UN troops 
were authorized to use force “only in the last resort.” Some were killed. 
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All these factors conspired to make the operation a most difficult and 
delicate one. While the tribal fighting was going on, the United Nations 
Force could do little more than protect civilians. It served as a sort of 
fire brigade: though unable to prevent the outbreak of civil war, it 
managed to keep it within bounds. Most important, the United Nations 
Force prepared the ground for the more difficult and us task of 
restoring political stability in the Congo. 

The Congo experience was a repeat performance of UNEF, with all 
of UNEP’s difficulties vastly magnified. Again, the Force had to be im- 
provised at a moment’s notice. It, too, was dependent on the good will of 
a sovereign state, this time a fledgling state on the verge of collapse. Once 
again, the Secretary-General had to race against time in order to forestall 
Great Power intervention. The Force itself, once established, again was 
little more than a “buffer,” but this time its task was not limited to 
patrol duty in the desert. It had to keep brutal tribal warfare in the 
jungle to a minimum and even to assume some of the administrative 
functions of government. Finally, like UNEF, the Congo Force accom- 
plished its primary mission: it succeeded in preventing the Congo from 
becoming a seedbed of a general war. 


A Permanent Peace Force? 


The three United Nations experiences in peace-keeping just discussed 
were all successful in at least one sense: they restored military order and 
thus bought time. It is an open question as to whether they prevented 
general conflagrations, and it is clear that they were not examples of 
genuine collective security. But that their limited success provided 
renewed opportunity for political order-building is indisputable. This is 
a major accomplishment, especially since the three ventures operated 
under the handicap of starting out as complete improvisations. 

In March 1964 yet another peace-keeping experiment was launched, 
this time in Cyprus. When the Greek and Turkish communities on that 
island found themselves unable to resolve their differences and civil war 
became an increasingly ominous threat, the Security Council met in 
emergency session and authorized a peace force. Once again, the Force 
was tailored to the situation. Three thousand British troops already on 
the island were deputized as UN policemen, and in addition Canada, 
Sweden, Ireland, and Finland contributed troops, bringing the total up 
to seven thousand men. ‘The new Force also differed from previous ones 
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another assessment, the $6,000,000 required for three months was raised 
through voluntary contributions, with $2,000,000 supplied by the United 
States, $1,000,000 by the United Kingdom, and the remainder by Greece, 
Turkey, Italy, Australia, and the Netherlands. The Cyprus Force also 
set a new precedent in that the Secretary-General appointed a high-level 
Finnish diplomat as mediator to help bring about a political settlement 
between the two hostile communities. 

The fact that peace-keeping seems to have become an integral UN 
responsibility has convinced an increasing number of observers that an 
even more effective performance would be possible if a permanent inter- 
national peace force were established under United Nations authority. 
Article 43 of the Charter, which contemplated such a Force, was never 
implemented because of the intensity of the East-West struggle. Yet the 
experiences of UNEF and ONUC leave no doubt that even a modest 
Force with permanent status would prove very valuable. 

It is immediately apparent that such a Force would have to be a very 
different one from that contemplated under Article 43. The framers had 
assumed that concerted military action by the Great Powers would nip 
any conflict in the bud. Ironically, however, in the Suez and Congo crises 
the peace depended not on how quickly the Great Powers could be 
brought to the scene, but on how successfully they could be kept at arm’s 
length. Hence, the Great Powers would probably have to be excluded 
from a Permanent Force, at least at the beginning. 

In composition, such a Force might consist of long-term volunteers 
recruited individually by the United Nations, with quotas for different 
nations. The commanding officer and other high-ranking personnel 
might be chosen from nationals of middle and smaller states. The Force 
would not be furnished with heavy arms or atomic weapons, but might 
have its own permanent bases and training depots. Its Commander-in- 
Chief would be the Secretary-General. 

Proposals along these lines have been considered in United Nations 
circles and have received a mixed reaction. There have been several 
serious reservations. First, it has been pointed out that such a permanent 
Force would have to be very large and expensive to be able to meet 
different kinds of emergencies. Korea, for example, necessitated a fighting 
Force to repel an armed attack; UNEF was a patrol Force in the desert; 
ONUC had to help save a new country from anarchy and civil war; and 
the Cyprus Force was needed to prevent two hostile communities on an 
island from sparking off an international crisis. Thus, the argument runs, 
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the sui generis character of each experience suggests an ad hoe approach. 
Second, few nations would be willing to commit troops to the United 
Nations for unspecified future operations and to give the Secretary- 
General the authority of Commander-in-Chief over these forces. Third, 
in view of the melancholy financial histories of UNEF and ONUG, it 
is most doubtful whether the membership would be willing to under- 
write the costs of a standing UN Force. 

The above difficulties suggest a more modest approach. ‘There is a 
growing consensus that the next step should not be an existent UN 
Force, but a flexible call-up system under which members would be 
asked to earmark contingents for UN duty on a standby basis. By 1964 
Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Canada, Iran, Italy, and the 
Netherlands had already offered to earmark units for UN use under such 
an arrangement. Nevertheless, the knotty problem of political control 
of these units remains to be solved; and, unless the nations earmarking 
the troops also “pay their own beat,” the fiscal obstacles may prove 
insurmountable. 

If such a standby UN Force could be established as a first step toward 
a permanent Force, the results would be most beneficial. Such a Force 
would be a most useful instrument in the struggle for military order. But 
its function in the general quest for order would still be a transitional 
one. As the record of disarmament and of nuclear test-ban negotiations 
has clearly demonstrated, military instruments per se cannot create 
political order. But a standby or permanent UN Peace Force would at 
least make a limited contribution by preparing the ground. It would thus 
embody the best that military order-building has to offer in our time. 
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¥%- The Economic 
Struggle 
for Order 


It is not from the benevolence of the 
butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we 
expect our dinner, but from their regard to 
their self-interest. We address ourselves, 
not to their humanity, but to their self- 
love, and never talk to them of our neces- 
sities, but of their advantages. 


ADAM SMITH 
The Wealth of Nations 


The world since 1945 has been one gigantic experimental station in 
economic order-building. ‘The functionalist hope that economic coopera- 
tion among nations might contribute to the building of political com- 
munities has led to the establishment of both universal and regional 
economic organizations. The picture is one of great complexity. At the 
universal level, there are the manifold activities carried on under the 
roof of the United Nations Economic and Social Council. Outside the 
United Nations framework, the most prominent universal economic 
order-builder has been the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(GATT). With the sharpening of the East-West struggle after 1947, 
however, global economic order-building was severely curtailed. Efforts 
of this kind since that time have been chiefly of a regional nature and 
have taken place most notably in Western Europe. For the most part, 
therefore, the present chapter will be concerned with the various regional 
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arrangements aimed at Western European economic integration. These 
arrangements include chiefly the Organization for Economic Coopera- 
tion and Development (OECD); the European Coal and Steel Com- 
munity (ECSC); the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom); 
the European Economic Community, or Common Market (EEC); 
and the European Free Trade Association (EFTA). Behind the facade 
of these prosaic-sounding names real pioneer work has been accom- 
plished. The organizations they stand for have made significant contribu- 
tions on the frontiers of international order-building. Yet they have 
shared only one common feature: their commitment to the economic 
path to order. Beyond this, each has been unique, attuned to its own par- 
ticular objectives and accumulating its own special experiences. 


Economic Order-Building at the International Level 


Our analysis of the United Nations Economic and Social Council 
(Chapter 10) has demonstrated that the functionalist approach to order 
at the global level is of dubious validity. Indeed, functionalism is not 
able to create a more favorable political climate, but is itself dependent 
on a minimum of pre-existent political harmony. This is true not only 
on a world-wide scale but can be shown to be the case even within the 
somewhat more limited, “quasi-global” dimensions of an organization 
such as the Economic Commission for Europe (ECE), which has been 
broad enough to include nations from both sides of the Iron Curtain. 

The decision to set up ECE was made at the General Assembly of 
the United Nations in January 1946. Its main job was to be the economic 
reconstruction of Europe, a gigantic task in which it was assumed that 
East and West would fully cooperate. Accordingly, the Commission was 
open to all the countries of Europe. Its original membership included 
Belgium, the Byelorussian S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, the 
Ukrainian S.S.R., the United Kingdom, and Yugoslavia. The United 
States, which was to shoulder the major financial burden of European 
reconstruction, was also one of the original members. 

Despite the fact that ECE straddled the ideological chasm between 
East and West, early discussions among its member nations were not 
maired by excessive disharmony. By 1947, however, it had become clear 
that although the European economies had made substantial recoveries, 
the purchase of raw materials to raise production to really adequate levels 
would require a great deal of foreign exchange, for which the only pos- 
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sible source was dollar aid from the United States. With this in mind, 
General George Marshall, on June 5, 1947, delivered an address at 
Harvard University in which he offered massive economic aid to Europe 
on a continent-wide basis and invited all the countries of Europe to join 
in a common plan for economic rehabilitation. Jt was widely hoped 
that this “Marshall Plan” would be taken up and implemented by ECE. 
Only the British objected strongly and suggested that Soviet membership 
in ECE would threaten to paralyze the organization’s effective function- 
ing. Most other official circles, however, hoped that the Soviet Union 
might be willing to join and that ECE would indeed become a continent- 
spanning recovery operation. 

This dream of all-European economic cooperation through ECE was 
shattered in July 1947 when the Soviet bloc declined to take part in the 
Marshall Plan. Ostensibly, the Soviet argument was that the Plan would 
endanger the national sovereignty of the member states. The underlying 
reason for the Soviet rejection was probably fear that the participation 
of Eastern Europe in the recovery program would shift the European 
distribution of power toward the West. At any rate, the Soviet bloc’s 
“nyet” proved the turning-point for ECE. Since it was clear that an all- 
European organization could not administer a program for the Western 
half of Europe only, the Commission seemed doomed to sterility. 

However, though thus precluded from any substantial success in the 
functional realm, ECE has nevertheless found it possible to perform 
valuable technical services. Perhaps the most significant of these has been 
the work of its Research Division, whose highly expert staff, formerly 
headed by ECE’s Executive Secretary, the internationally known Swedish 
economist Gunnar Myrdal, has been responsible for such widely re- 
spected and objective publications as the Economic Survey of Europe. 
In the view of some, ECE can also claim certain modest achievements 
of a more practical kind. Thus: “It has halted the decline in East-West 
trade, reduced the barriers to the exchange of technological information 
on an all-European basis and stimulated the flow of statistical informa- 
tion.” Though observers differ as to how significant ECE’s contribution 
in the matter of East-West trade has been up to now, they agree that its 
role in this regard may well grow in the years to come.” 

Considered as a whole, ECE has clearly not been able to mold a 
better political atmosphere between Eastern and Western Europe. How- 
ever, it has not merely reflected the existing gulf between them. In ad- 
dition to its outstanding technical work, it has continued to function as 
the only European organization in which East and West meet in a com- 
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mon forum. And though chiefly technical matters are discussed in this 
forum, its value as an East-West meeting ground is considerable never- 
theless. For whatever East-West communication can be maintained is 
undoubtedly an international asset which may possibly be capitalized on 
in the future. 

A similar and even more paralyzing inability to combine broad 
international participation with the performance of substantive economic 
functions was suffered by the International Trade Organization (ITO), 
proposed by the United States in 1945. The ITO Charter was an am- 
bitious project designed to reduce tariffs and other barriers to world trade 
on a global scale. In 1947 fifty-six nations convened at Havana to ham- 
mer out the basic document for the new organization which was to 
become a specialized agency of the United Nations. Two struggles 
plagued the Conference: The first was a tug-of-war between those 
nations that had accepted the goal of freeing trade from crippling 
restrictions and those more concerned with justifying their countries’ 
restrictive practices and appending them to the Charter in the form of 
reservations. Second, there was the even graver obstacle to functional 
cooperation resulting from the East-West division. Though Czechoslo- 
vakia and Poland attended the 1947 ITO Conference, the Soviet Union’s 
determination to turn Eastern Europe into its own isolated economic 
bloc clearly doomed the organization from the beginning. The final 
document was so full of reservations that it was almost meaningless. 
While fifty-three nations signed it in 1948, not a single nation has ratified 
it—not even the United States, its creator and champion. 

The main Western proponents of ITO suspected even during the 
negotiations that the new organization might be stillborn. They there- 
fore suggested that parallel negotiations take place among the leading 
nations of the Atlantic Community and Latin America. Accordingly, 
twenty-three nations met at Geneva in 1947 and drafted the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). This was a trailblazing 
document, incorporating the results of 120 sets of bilateral negotiations 
among the twenty-three participating nations, and embracing some 
43,000 separate items. In fact, GATT affected more than three fourths 
of the import trade of the member states and about one half of total 
world imports. With ITO shelved, GATT assumed increasing impor- 
tance. By 1949 all twenty-three of the original signatories had ratified 
the Agreement and had lowered customs duties among themselves. Since 
then, the membership of GATT has almost doubled. Two Communist 
states—Poland and Czechoslovakia—are members. 
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GATT’s organizational structure is modest and there has been a 
tendency to hold meetings only when difficulties have arisen. Its main 
problems stem from the efforts of some member nations to seek pro- 
tection against outside competition. This has been characteristic of the 
British Commonwealth and most of the underdeveloped countries. 
More recently, a great deal of GAT'T’s activity has been eclipsed and 
even superseded by more cohesive regional arrangements in Western 
Europe. In fact, the larger the membership of GATT has become, the 
less effectively has it been able to operate as a liberalizing force in the 
international economy. In GAT'T’s case, the trend toward internation- 
alization did not bring about paralysis, but did result in the dilution of 
its purpose. 

In 1962 the United States Congress passed the Trade Expansion Act, 
primarily to bring about a general lowering of tariff barriers with West- 
ern Europe. President Kennedy decided to utilize GATT machinery 
for the negotiations. GATT members met in 1963 to discuss the “Ken- 
nedy round” in a preliminary manner and in 1964 actual negotiations 
got under way, thus infusing some new life into GATT. 

Four further quasi-global functional experiments must be mentioned. 
The International Monetary Fund (IMF), the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), or World Bank, the Inter- 
national Development Association (IDA), and the International Fi- 
nance Corporation (IFC) are all members of the United Nations 
family. The IMF’s major purpose is to make short-term currency loans, 
while the World Bank, IDA, and IFC engage in the industrial develop- 
ment of economically underdeveloped areas. Both the IMF and the 
World Bank have operated on the periphery of the United Nations 
system. The IMF has been fairly active, but has remained a primarily 
Western operation. The World Bank’s work has been on a far larger 
scale. Numerous long-term loans have been made to Western European 
countries and a smaller number to the new nations of Asia, Africa, and 
the Middle East. Though the World Bank has certainly not furthered 
the functional cooperation of East and West, it has improved political 
conditions in other parts of the world. For example, a World Bank 
loan to India and Pakistan in 1960 for a common irrigation project 
resulted in the first political rapprochement between the two countries 
since the partition of 1947. The criterion upon which it bases its loans 
is the economic soundness of the project in question, but at times, as 
in the India-Pakistan case, an improvement in the political climate has 
been an attractive by-product. It is too early to attempt a prognosis of 
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IDA and IFC, but it is unlikely that these agencies will become major 
instruments in the reduction of East-West tensions. 

In the last analysis, economic functionalism at the global level has 
not produced the results so strongly hoped for. ECE, the only East-West 
organ, has been reduced to a clearinghouse for technical and statistical 
information. GATT’s effectiveness has decreased in proportion to its 
increase in membership. The International Monetary Fund and the 
World Bank and its affiliated bodies, though nominally United Nations 
bodies, have in practice become regional organizations. It has been at 
the regional level, indeed, and especially in Western Europe, that 
functional collaboration in economic matters has been really tested. 


Economic Order-Building in Western Europe 


The Soviet rejection of the Marshall Plan offer meant that the economic 
rehabilitation of Western Europe would have to take place in a regional 
framework under entirely Western auspices. Hence, for political reasons, 
the Economic Commission for Europe was bypassed by a new body, 
the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), which 
was to take over responsibility for the European Recovery Program. 
OEEC proved to be one of the most successful functional organizations 
on record and deserves close analysis. 

The nations which signed the OEEC Convention in April 1948 
were all members of the Atlantic Community: Austria, Belgium, Den- 
mark, France, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Nether- 
lands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, and the United 
Kingdom. Canada and the United States became associate members 
while the Federal Republic of Germany and Spain joined soon after- 
wards as full members. Yugoslavia took part as an observer. The ma- 
chinery of OEEC included a Council composed of all the member 
governments, an Executive Committee, several Technical Committees, 
and a Secretariat. Thus equipped, the organization embarked on its 
two main responsibilities: the apportioning of American aid and the 
liberalization of trade restrictions in the Western European economy. 

The structure of OEEC was the subject of some disagreement. The 
French wanted a strong executive organ with some “supra-national” 
characteristics. This was opposed by Britain, which insisted that the 
new organization remain under the direct control of the participating 
governments with no abrogation of sovereignty whatsoever. The British 
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view prevailed both in form and in practice and OFEC was constituted 
as a purely “transnational” body, a conference of sovereign states in 
permanent session. The power of decision rested in the Council, which 
was bound by the rule of unanimity. It would be false to assume, how- 
ever, that the unanimity rule was a hindrance to the work of OEEC. 
The rule resulted in a practice of careful deliberating at all levels of 
policy-making. In fact, when one or more states threatened to veto a 
decision, it was not uncommon for them to be “shamed” into agree- 
ment. A carefully prescribed procedure, including hearings and cross- 
examinations, made it almost impossible for a state to claim that it 
had been left out of the policy-making process. The veto was used only 
as a last resort. If a state used it too often, it found itself isolated and 
even ostracized. Diplomatic pressure was usually sufficient to persuade 
a reluctant member. On the other hand, the veto was a constant re- 
minder to the large states that the smaller ones could not simply be 
outvoted but had to be persuaded. At times, the strict application of 
the unanimity rule even enabled the small states to exert a dispropor- 
tionate amount of influence, as for example, when “a struggle over regu- 
lations concerning dried fruit among some of the smaller powers once 
held up far more important business.”* But on the whole, the veto rule 
did not lead to paralysis; rather, it opened new avenues of improvisation 
and innovation. Of these, perhaps the most important was what OKEC 
officials came to call the “confrontation technique.” ‘The continuous 
process of intergovernmental consultation that went on at all levels of 
the organization encouraged a “European way of thinking” and an 
“OEEC point of view” in the permanent national delegations accred- 
ited to OEEC.4 In making this view known to their national govern- 
ments and in pressing for its acceptance, these officials imposed a moral 
obligation upon their governments that could not be lightly ignored. 
Indeed, the members of OEEC learned always to bear in mind the 
international consequences of national decisions. To be sure, there 
existed no legal obligation to do so, but long years of conditioning 
created a high degree of sensitivity to the interests of Europe as a whole. 
It may be said of most OEEC officials that this dual loyalty to their 
own country and to Europe seldom caused any serious difficulties. In 
most instances it proved possible for them to find a workable balance. 

OEEC began as a “crisis organization” primarily concerned with the 
distribution of American aid. But as European recovery progressed, 
its second major responsibility, the liberalization of trade, assumed 
increasing importance. In this respect also, OKEC was very successful. 
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It brought about a great increase in intra-European trade as well as 
in European production. The OEEC Code of Trade Liberalization 
resulted in the modification and withdrawal of numerous quota restric- 
tions among the member states. A European Productivity Agency under 
the aegis of OEEC brought about major improvements in European 
industrial and agricultural productivity. Yet in the area of tariff reduc- 
tion, OEEC also suffered a number of failures. Most notable among 
these were the major rifts that developed on the question of tariff 
reduction between the “Six’—France, Italy, West Germany, and the 
Benelux countries—and the rest of the OEEC membership. The in- 
creasing impatience of the “Inner Six” members of OEEC with the 
more conservative policies of the “Outer Seven” placed the organization 
under a heavy strain. 

One of OEEC’s most successful ventures, on the other hand, was the 
European Payments Union (EPU), set up under OEEC auspices in 
1950. EPU was to be a multilateral mechanism for the settlement of 
accounts among OEEC members. Its main feature was a clearinghouse 
that multilateralized payments by arranging for all intra-European trans- 
fers to be settled not by individual countries with each other, but by 
a monthly net settlement by each country with EPU itself. This net 
settlement was calculated in terms of a special EPU unit. EPU was 
launched by a United States grant of $350,000,000 as working capital. 
This fund was to be used by the EPU to reduce economic disequilib- 
rium among the countries of Western Europe. 

EPU became much more than a mechanical clearinghouse. It devel- 
oped into one of the most sophisticated ventures of the OEEC and 
made a major contribution to economic stability in Western Europe. 
In so doing, it had to overcome some major problems. It was recognized, 
for example, that countries differed from one another in their need 
for credit and their capacity to grant it. Provision was therefore made 
at the beginning that countries considered to be in a strong international 
credit position should contribute substantially toward providing the 
weaker countries with initial credit positions in EPU by themselves 
initially accepting debit positions. They in turn received allocations of 
dollar aid equal in amount to the debit positions they accepted. Thus 
those prospective members of the Union who were “structural debtors” 
were provided with special facilities, known as initial credit balances. 
On the other hand, the prospective “structural creditors” made special 
grants to the Union, known as initial debit balances. The limit of the 
cumulative accounting surplus or deficit, for the settlement of which 
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automatic credit facilities were provided through the Union, was defined 
as the quota allotted to each country. The amounts of these quotas 
were established in relation to the total turnover of payments in respect 
to each country’s trade. The main problem facing EPU was that of 
extreme debtors and extreme creditors. ‘The Union has frequently given 
advice to both debtor and creditor countries as to how their situations 
might be corrected. 

EPU’s decision-making organ was its Managing Board, consisting of 
seven members nominated by the participating governments and ap- 
pointed by the Council of the OEEC for the period of one year. In case 
of important controversial issues, the Board could employ a “Special 
Restricted Committee,” consisting of five persons chosen by lot from 
a list of persons nominated by the Managing Board for reasons of 
competence and standing. None of the committee members could be 
a national of any of the parties to the controversy under discussion. 
The result was a moral authority that usually made for unanimous 
acceptance of the Committee’s reports in the OKEC Council 

Next to its trade liberalization program, EPU was OEEC’s most 
important substantive contribution to economic order-building. With- 
out the Union, European countries would have been forced to adopt 
systems of bilateral settlements that would have been even more rigid 
than those they were forced to adopt immediately after the end of 
World War II. Few European countries could have afforded to permit 
the development of any important imbalance in their bilateral trade 
with each other. They would have had to ensure that their payments 
to, and receipts from, every other country were almost exactly balanced. 
This kind of policy might have led to a general reduction in the 
volume of intra-European trade. Without the Union, the system of 
multilateral nondiscrimination in import controls that was built up 
around it would also not have existed, and as a result, countries with 
harder currencies would have encountered increasing discrimination 
against their exports. This might have prevented the wider market that 
was created by transferability of the European currencies, and hence 
would have slowed the progress which was made toward a general 
increase of productivity in Western Europe. 

When OEEC went out of existence in 1960, it had demonstrated 
that a functional organization need not be “supra-national” to be suc- 
cessful. The OEEC had managed to improvise a number of successful 
techniques of economic cooperation despite its Council’s unanimity 
tule. The decisive factor in the organization’s success, however, was 
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not structural. It was the fact that OEEC had served two real and 
tangible purposes—the distribution of Marshall Plan aid and the liber- 
alization of intra-European trade. It was these well-defined purposes that 
saved it from the fate of the Council of Europe, in whose case coopera- 
tion was defined much less concretely and sharply. 

In 1961 the OEEC was replaced by the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD). The new body included the 
eighteen OEEC members plus the United States and Canada. Its goals 
were described as close cooperation on economic and business cycle 
policy, expanded aid to underdeveloped countries, and further progress 
in trade liberalization. 

Neither OEEC nor its successor had any “supra-national” features. 
Quite early in the life of the OEEC, this absence of “supra-nationality” 
gave rise to disagreements and eventually prompted six member nations 
to launch a far more ambitious project in economic collaboration. In 
May 1950 French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman made a dramatic 
announcement. He proposed to pool the resources of the French and 
German coal and steel industries under a common “supra-national” 
authority that was to be open to other European countries. The motives 
underlying this far-reaching proposal were both economic and political. 
A rational distribution of European coal and steel throughout Western 
Europe would be highly desirable. But far more important was Schu- 
man’s desire to end Franco-German enmity. By the pooling of two raw 
materials vital for war, military conflict between Germany and France 
would become next to impossible. The bold conception of the Schuman 
Plan thus combined both realism and vision. 

A month after the initial proposal, negotiations began among six 
European countries—France, West Germany, Italy, and the Benelux 
states. [he moving spirit behind the negotiations was Jean Monnet, 
another major architect of the European idea. Monnet’s hope was that 
economic union among the participating states would ultimately lead 
to political union. He envisaged a “supra-national” authority with well- 
defined but real powers over coal and steel. Subsequently, other sectors 
of the economy might be added, leading logically to the goal of political 
fusion. The treaty negotiations proceeded fairly smoothly, since all 
participating states saw great advantages in the proposal. The French 
feared that an uncontrolled revival of the German Ruhr industries 
might once again herald the start of German aggression. Hence France 
was willing to give up a degree of control over her own industries in 
exchange for some control over those in Western Germany. The Ger- 
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mans hoped that the Schuman Plan would greatly improve their coal 
and steel production, expand markets, and create new outlets for foreign 
investment. Italy looked forward to new capital and the possibility of 
relieving her population problem through emigration. The Benelux 
countries hoped for increased exports and a greater volume of transit 
trade. 

The great disappointment encountered by the negotiators was the 
attitude of Great Britain. The Six had invited the Labour government 
to participate but had been turned down. The main objection on the 
other side of the Channel was to the proposed “supra-national” char- 
acter of the organization. The British, in consideration of their unique 
international position and their ties to the Commonwealth, were simply 
unwilling to allow control of coal and steel to pass to a “supra-national” 
authority. Prime Minister Attlee rejected the Schuman Plan in the 
strongest terms: 


We on this side are not prepared to accept the principle that the most vital 
economic forces of this country should be handed over to an authority that 
is utterly undemocratic and is responsible to nobody.° 


Similarly, the Scandinavian countries, Austria, and Switzerland rejected 
the “supra-national” features of the proposed treaty. Thus, negotiations 
remained limited to The Six. The entire process took a little over two 
years. Italy was the last of the members to ratify, in June 1952. In 
September of that year the new European Coal and Steel Community, 
creating a single market for coal and steel for the 160,000,000 people 
of the six participating states, became a reality. 

The structure of ECSC deserves close analysis. At least one of the 
Community’s institutions—the High Authority—possesses powers pre- 
viously exercised only by national govenments and some powers that 
even those governments have not possessed. Hence, a real curtailment 
of national sovereignty by The Six was involved. The core and executive 
institution of ECSC, the High Authority, makes all important decisions. 
This body consists of nine members who hold office for six-year terms. 
Eight of these are chosen by agreement among the six member govern- 
ments and the ninth is co-opted by the other eight. The High Authority 
may never include more than two members of the same nationality. In 
practice, ECSC’s main organ has been composed of two members from 
France, two from Germany, and one each from Belgium, Italy, Luxem- 
bourg, and the Netherlands. The ninth member always comes from a 
country providing only one official. The members of the High Authority 
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do not regard themselves as political spokesmen for their respective 
governments but as international civil servants of an independent Euro- 
pean institution. Decisions of the High Authority are made by majority 
vote but, so far as the outside world is concerned, the principle of col- 
lective responsibility is observed. 

The main “supra-national” features of the High Authority are three- 
fold: first, its legal right to bypass the six national governments and to 
deal with the coal and steel industries of the Community directly; 
second, to make binding decisions in its area of competence; and third, 
to impose sanctions against violators. In carrying out its functions, the 
High Authority may take the following types of action: first, it may 
direct the industries through decisions which are legally binding in 
every respect; second, it may act through recommendations; and finally, 
it may express opinions. Recommendations and opinions usually carry 
great weight but engender no legal compulsion, Sanctions against vio- 
lators of binding decisions take the form of monetary fines. Over twenty 
industrial enterprises in the Community have been thus fined, princi- 
pally for such infractions as exceeding the price ceiling, breaking price 
equalization schemes, and forming cartels without approval. The fines 
are usually light but increase in severity if violations continue. 

It is difficult to determine the political philosophy of the High Au- 
thority since its decisions are arrived at in private. According to one 
careful student, it is fairly safe to assume that the body reflects the 
philosophy of its first president, Jean Monnet.® In Monnet’s view, the 
East-West struggle is largely the result of a disunited Europe which 
invites Soviet aggression and begets American countermoves. ‘The rem- 
edy is rapid progress toward European Union: 


In order to preserve the precariously peaceful relations which exist in the 
world today and develop them into a lasting peace, we must change the 
European situation by uniting the Europeans. In this way we shall eliminate 
the menace which the division and weakness of Europe constitutes for herself 
and for others. If we remain divided as we are, the Europeans will be left 
exposed to nationalist ambitions and will be forced, as happened in the past, 
to look for outside guarantees in order to protect themselves against each 
other—each one fearing the progress of the other as in the past.’ 


During his tenure as president, Monnet always emphasized that the 
federal aspects of ECSC were superior in actual power to those of the 
member governments. “In a sense, Monnet considered the High Author- 
ity as the repository of the European General Will, with the evil govern- 
ments merely the spokesmen for the selfish particular wills.” In brief, 
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the High Authority seems to be the embodiment of “the European 
point of view.” 

It would be erroneous, however, to regard the High Authority as a 
kind of Platonic Nocturnal Council. There are important checks on its 
power. ‘The most important of these is the Community’s Court of 
Justice, established under the terms of the ECSC Treaty. This Court 
assumed its functions in January 1955. It is composed of seven judges 
elected for six years and serves as an appellate body of redress against 
the High Authority when that body is accused of exceeding its jurisdic- 
tion. Both private firms and member states may appeal to the Court, 
which has, in fact, become the constitutional arbiter of the Schuman 
‘Treaty. As such, the Court has the power to annul the High Authority’s 
decisions. ‘The record of the Court has been marked by a high degree of 
objectivity and independence. A large number of appeals have come 
before it. On some occasions the Court has upheld the High Authority 
against member governments and private enterprises. In 1955, for exam- 
ple, the Court rejected an appeal by the government of the Netherlands 
against the Authority’s decision to maintain ceiling prices for coal and 
steel. On the other hand, the Court has upheld appeals by the French 
and Italian governments and has reversed High Authority decisions on 
the sale of scrap iron. 

A second important check on the High Authority’s power is exercised 
by the Council of Ministers, which is composed of the Ministers for 
Economic Affairs from the six member countries. The Council was 
introduced as a result of pressure by the Benelux governments who were 
fearful that the Schuman Community’s coercive authority might be too 
great. The Council’s task is to harmonize the actions of the High Au- 
thority with those of the participating governments. In practice, the 
Council advises the High Authority and makes sure that the interests 
and policies of the member countries are given due weight. It constantly 
confronts the High Authority with “national” points of view, thus serv- 
ing as a vital link between national policy and the “European policy” 
of the Authority. 

The High Authority also depends for advice upon a Consultative 
Committee consisting of producers, workmen, distributors, and con- 
sumers from the six member states. Before coming to any important 
decision, the Authority is expected to review proposed action with the 
Committee. The final institution in the ECSC structure is the Assem- 
bly, which since 1958 also has served Euratom and the Common Market 
and is now known as the European Parliament. The 142 members of 
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this body may be chosen either by the respective parliaments of the 
six states or by popular election. The delegates are all parliamentarians 
and in most cases also attend the sessions of the Assembly of the Council 
of Europe. At least once a year the Assembly reviews the action of the 
High Authority, acting very much like a stockholder’s meeting. Unlike 
a national parliament, it has no legislative power and cannot initiate 
policy. Its one great power is a negative one: it may remove the High 
Authority by a two-thirds vote of censure. If this occurs, the High Au- 
thority must resign and the nine replacements must be approved by the 
Assembly. Actually, however, such an event is highly unlikely. In prac- 
tice, the Assembly attempts to influence the shaping of policies. The 
most interesting development in this respect has been the development 
of “supra-national” political parties.® It is not uncommon for the Social- 
ist members from the six participating states to form a common front 
against the Assembly’s conservatives, including even their own country- 
men. 

In sum, the High Authority is a “supra-national” organ with con- 
siderable power over the coal and steel industries of The Six. It must 
be remembered, however, that this power applies only to these two 
sectors of the member countries’ economies and that an effective system 
of checks and balances has been written into the Treaty. If the High 
Authority is the motor of ECSC, the Council of Ministers, the Con- 
sultative Committee, the Assembly, and the Court of Justice may be 
seen as its brakes. The total structure of ECSC is thus a unique 
phenomenon, falling somewhere along the continuum between a purely 
transnational organization and a federal government. Its High Authority 
certainly has far more power than the central agency of a conventional 
international organization, though less than is generally yielded to a 
federal government. 

We must now assess the accomplishments of this unique functional 
organization. After the defeat of EDC by the French Parliament in 
1954, many friends of ECSC feared that the Community would atrophy 
and that its “supra-national” features would not long endure. These 
fears proved unwarranted. The proposed common market for coal, iron 
ore, steel, and scrap went into effect in 1953. Apparently unconcerned 
about its isolation, the High Authority launched a massive program. 
A timetable was laid down by which all tariffs, quotas, currency restric- 
tions, and discriminations among the coal and steel industries were to 
be eliminated. The High Authority tried its utmost to ensure fair con- 
ditions of competition and to eliminate monopolistic buying and selling 
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practices. ‘The Authority’s most difficult task has been “trust-busting”— 
implementing the anti-cartel provisions of the Treaty. Success on this 
front has been limited because of resistance in all the six member states. 
French and German industrial interests especially have complained 
that the Authority has moved too quickly. Actually, on the cartel ques- 
tion, the High Authority’s approach has been quite cautious. By and 
large, the High Authority has shown itself to be understanding of 
special problems and to be dedicated to making the most constructive 
contribution possible to the industries concerned. Investment in the 
coal and steel industries of The Six has been encouraged. The Authority 
has endeavored to raise loans for the purpose. And it has even ventured 
into the social realm through research into occupational diseases, safety 
problems, and the harmonization of wage levels and fringe benefits. 

There has been some friction among the five institutions of the ECSC 
but, on the whole, these tensions have been useful rather than damag- 
ing. The system of checks and balances built into the Treaty has worked 
very well. The four “brakes” attached to the High Authority have 
effectively prevented the latter from assuming the proportions of a 
Frankenstein. Indeed, ECSC has become a unique showcase of func- 
tional cooperation. 

There is, however, one serious weakness from which ECSC has suf- 
fered: the absence of Great Britain from its membership. Not that the 
participating powers did not make a determined effort to secure Britain’s 
membership in the organization. They realized from the beginning that 
the absence of Britain would constitute a very serious obstacle to the 
building of a European economic order. And they feared that it might 
eventually even compel The Six to erect protective barriers against 
Britain and the other nations closely associated with it in economic 
matters. Yet both Labour and Conservative governments in Britain 
firmly rejected participation in any “supra-national” body that would 
entail a formal surrender of sovereignty. In view of their wider commit- 
ments to the Commonwealth, the British considered it ill-advised to 
wed themselves irrevocably to the European continent through ECSC. 
The net result of this policy, however, has been that during the first 
decade of ECSC’s life Britain and the Scandinavian countries increas- 
ingly became economic “outsiders” to the European Six. At first, Britain 
did not take ECSC seriously, but by 1960 she found herself left out of 
something of key economic importance. Hence, to try to remedy the 
situation, in 1960 Great Britain decided to launch a rival economic 
order-building scheme of her own, the European Free Trade Associa- 
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tion. We shall examine this scheme in its proper context below. 

On balance, ECSC has demonstrated that the delegation of limited 
sovereign powers to a “supra-national” body can work in practice. ‘This 
is a great advance on the road toward economic order and, it is fairly 
safe to assume, will contribute to the growth of political order among 
The Six as well. When in 1954 the Community was left on its own 
through the demise of the European Defense Community, it was given 
a short life expectancy. Yet it not only survived, but encouraged The 
Six to engage in further “supra-national” experimentation among them- 
selves. If it was possible to internationalize coal and steel, could not 
the same thing be accomplished in other sectors of the economy? Atomic 
energy, a new source of power with as yet few vested interests, might 
lend itself to a similar approach. This idea was to provide the seed for 
the new European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). By the 
late 1950’s it seemed to many observers that the “sector” approach to 
economic integration was the most effective road to international order- 
building that had yet been devised. The basis for this optimism was 
the impressive record of the European Coal and Steel Community. 

The European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) was born at 
a meeting of the Foreign Ministers of “little Europe” in June 1955. 
What Jean Monnet of France did for ECSC, Paul-Henn Spaak of 
Belgium accomplished for Euratom. Undaunted by the collapse of EDC 
and determined to “relaunch Europe,” Spaak guided the draft treaty 
through a maze of technical committees during the summer of 1955. 
From this process there emerged the Spaak Report which became the 
basis for the Euratom Treaty. After protracted negotiations, the Treaty 
was signed in Rome in March 1957, and after ratification by the six 
member states went into effect on January 1, 1958. Therewith another 
sector of the economies of ‘The Six, atomic energy, was absorbed into 
a “supra-national” community. 

The essential purpose of Euratom is the pooling of the atomic energy 
resources of The Six for peaceful purposes. The Treaty steers clear of 
the military implications of atomic power. This limitation was inserted 
at the insistence of France, which wanted her defense program to 
remain outside of Euratom’s control. Hence Euratom’s main responsi- 
bilities include the development of nuclear research and the dissemina- 
tion of technical knowledge; the development of uniform health and 
safety standards; the construction of nuclear reactors for peaceful pur- 
poses; and the development of control and inspection measures to pre- 
vent the member states from diverting Euratom-supplied nuclear 
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materials to military purposes. The “working capital” of Euratom was 
supplied by the United States, which sold 30,000 kilograms of fishionable 
materials to the Community in 1958. Under the terms of the agreement, 
Euratom was given property rights over these materials. At the insistence 
of Euratom officials, the Community was also given the right of self- 
inspection by the United States government. 

The structure of Euratom is analogous to that of ECSC. “Supra- 
national” authority is vested in a Euratom Commission which is com- 
posed of five members from different nationalities chosen on the basis 
of their competence. The Commission’s powers with respect to atomic 
energy are even greater than those of the ECSC High Authority in 
matters of coal and steel. ‘This difference may be attributed to three 
factors: first, the Euratom Treaty is highly technical, which means that 
only nuclear specialists can discuss its implications in a meaningful 
sense; second, the Treaty is narrower in scope than ECSC and does not 
arouse as much resistance; and, most important, atomic energy is a rela- 
tively new field in which neither vested interests nor national habits 
are deeply rooted. Thus it proved relatively easy to endow the new 
Commission with very considerable powers. 

Euratom, like ECSC, is a structure with checks and balances. It was 
decided to make the ECSC Assembly also the parliamentary body of 
Euratom. Even more significant, the ECSC Court of Justice also became 
the “conscience” of the Euratom Commission. The Court was given the 
power to remove the members of the Commission from office “for 
cause.” In addition, the Court became the constitutional arbiter of 
the Euratom Treaty and was given the right to pass on the legality 
of Commission decisions if these were challenged by the member 
states. 

While it is too early to assess the substantive work of Euratom, two 
tentative observations are in order. It is fairly safe to predict that 
Euratom will encounter fewer obstacles than has ECSC. Atomic energy 
is still so new that the benefits to be derived from common action are 
greater and more apparent than in the conventional industries of coal 
and steel. Besides, matters of health and safety may be dealt with more 
efficiently through a “community approach.” Second, the establishment 
of Euratom marked the beginning of the injection of order into the con- 
fusing array of functional organizations in Western Europe. ‘The Court 
of Justice and the Assembly began to serve both ECSC and Euratom. 
By 1958 the “Community” of The Six had come to represent not only 
form but ever-growing substance. It was quite clear, indeed, that the 
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ultimate objective of The Six was a United States of Europe via the 
road of economic order. 

The second offspring of the ECSC is the European Economic Com- 
munity (EEC) or “Common Market.” This promises to be the most 
ambitious functionalist scheme of our time. The idea for EEC was con- 
tained in the Spaak Report of 1956, which forcefully outlined the ad- 
vantages of further steps toward economic union among The Six. The 
draft treaty proposed a twelve- to fifteen-year transitional period during 
which tariffs and quantitative restrictions for all commodities, including 
agricultural products, were to be eliminated among the six participating 
states. A single tariff schedule to be applied to outside countries was to 
be developed; freedom of movement for workers was also envisaged; 
exchange policies were to be coordinated; a common transportation 
policy was to be hammered out; and common provisions for social 
benefits were contemplated. In brief, EEC was to become an arrange- 
ment that went much further than the abolition of tariffs and quotas 
among ‘The Six, and was to be a half-way house toward complete po- 
litical union. 

Once again, Paul-Henri Spaak guided the project through the delicate 
formative stages. As in the ECSC, each of the prospective member states 
saw definite advantages. Only France had serious reservations and 
wanted to bring her overseas territories into the Community. France 
had great bargaining power because the other members feared her 
volatile Parliament. Also, the memory of the French refusal to ratify 
EDC was still fresh in everyone’s mind. France was especially afraid of 
competition in the agricultural field and received numerous concessions 
in that area. She knew well that her participation was indispensable and 
used her advantage with consummate political skill. West Germany 
was eager to join since she perceived an opportunity for increasing mar- 
kets and investment. Moreover, Chancellor Adenauer was deeply com- 
mitted to “supra-nationality” among The Six, even as an ideal. Italy 
was most impressed by the goal of freedom of movement for workers 
which, she hoped, would contribute to the solution of her population and 
unemployment problems. ‘The Benelux countries hoped for increased 
exports and transit trade. In spite of this favorable climate, negotiations 
at various times appeared on the point of breaking down. Finally, the 
EEC Treaty was signed in March 1957 and, together with the Euratom 
‘Treaty, went into effect on January 1, 1958. 

The institutional structure of the Common Market is again patterned 
on the example of ECSC. A Commission composed of nine members 
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chosen on the basis of “general competence” plays the role of the High 
Authority. It is to perform its duties “in the general interest of the Com- 
munity with complete independence.” Its “supra-national” authority 
largely flows from the power to fix and amend the timetables for freeing 
the various “sectors” from trade restrictions. The Assembly of the 
ECSC also serves the Common Market and has the power to remove 
members of the EEC Commission through a vote of censure. The 
ECSC Court of Justice was also made into a court of appeal in the 
framework of EEC. Thus the three “Communities” of The Six have a 
common Assembly and a common Court of Justice. In addition, EEC 
has a Council of Ministers which is the link between the Community 
and the national governments. An Economic and Social Committee 
similar in function to the Consultative Committee of the ECSC com- 
pletes the institutional picture. 

Within a short time after its inception, the Common Market became 
the most dynamic influence on the Western European economic scene. 
Its progress and growing pains are best illustrated by a closer look at 
the national policies of the nations—inside and out—that are most 
intimately affected by the EEC’s attempts to forge European unity. 

The policy of Britain has gone through a full circle. As we have seen, 
Britain was unwilling to join any of the three “supra-national” experi- 
ments because of her reluctance to give up any of her sovereign power. 
In 1950 she was courted by The Six. But a decade later the wheel had 
tured full circle. In 1959, fearful of being left behind and outside, 
Britain began to woo The Six, but now it was the turn of The Six to be 
reluctant. France had consolidated relations with West Germany and 
no longer needed Britain to balance German power in the Community. 
President de Gaulle, eager for French grandeur, saw Britain rather than 
Germany as his chief rival in the race for nuclear greatness; and it was 
Britain, not Germany, that had delivered arms to Tunisia—a fact that 
the new French government, which viewed EEC as much “Eurafrican” 
as European, could not easily overlook. Nor did the other members of 
the Common Market show great eagerness to admit Britain to the Com- 
munity. 

In self-defense, Britain therefore assumed the leadership of a rival 
scheme of her own, the European Free Trade Association. Those Euro- 
pean countries that were interested in freer trade but also had reserva- 
tions about “supra-nationality” followed the British lead. In December 
1959 Britain, Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, and 
Switzerland signed the Convention setting up the new Association. 
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Britain, rejected by the “Inner Six,” took the initiative in forming the 
“Outer Seven.” The seven member states contemplated the abolition 
of tariffs in annual installments by 1970. This was the main goal. Unlike 
EEC, the European Free Trade Association did not include planning 
for agricultural products, transport, and labor movements. It was a far 
more modest venture to be approached through the traditional “trans- 
national” channels pattemed after the OEEC model. 

It soon became apparent, however, that EFTA, with its market of go 
million people, was no match for the 170 million inhabitants of 
The Six. In August 1961 the British government finally decided to 
apply for membership in the EEC. Negotiations proved difficult be- 
cause of Britain’s Commonwealth and EFTA commitments, special 
agricultural problems, and the issue of “supra-nationality.” While the 
British application was pending, EEC in January 1962 moved into its 
second stage of integration, which involved majority voting on numer- 
ous important issues. Even while compromises making it possible for 
Britain to join were weighed, President de Gaulle, to the dismay of the 
other EEC members, not to mention Bnitain herself, vetoed British 
membership in January 1963. The French President, eager to construct 
a Western Europe in which France would play a leading role, was 
intent on excluding what he described as the “Anglo-Saxon presence” 
from the continent. 

The other EEC members, which did not share De Gaulle’s antipathy 
to the British presence nor his suspicion of “supra-national” institutions, 
now turned to the task of conciliation. West German Chancellor Ludwig 
Erhard, successor to Dr. Adenauer, was especially eager to reopen nego- 
tiations with Britain. In the meantime, however, the rival schemes of 
the “Inner Six” and the “Outer Seven” have injected a jarring note of 
disharmony into the picture of order-building in Wester Europe. 

Yet, it is very likely that a modus vivendi will be found between the 
two organizations and that Britain and the other EFTA members, in 
due course, will join the Common Market. What is good for The Six 
and The Seven will even be better for The Thirteen. But while they exist 
separately, they will provide fascinating grounds for comparison between 
the “supra-national” and the traditional intergovernmental approaches 
to economic order. Since both organizations strive toward similar goals, 
but do so by different means, it may be possible through comparative 
analysis to determine which approach to economic union yields the 
more fruitful results. 

Despite the serious growing pains described above, the Western 
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European economic integration movement has already had profound 
effects upon the rest of the world. The reaction in the United States has 
been ambivalent. On the one hand, the United States welcomes a 
strong and united Europe as a more dependable ally in the struggle 
against Communism; but on the other, the United States confronts 
real economic power on the other side of the Atlantic which can no 
longer be dealt with lightly and which may force major re-evaluations 
of economic policy. The Soviet bloc has not been able to ignore the 
Common Market either. Several Eastern European countries, as well as 
the Soviet Union itself, are exploring possibilities of trade with the EEC. 
And even the more remote countries in the developing parts of the world 
have had to pay attention to this bold new experiment now taking place 
in Western Europe. 


The Outlook 


We are now ready for a more general evaluation of functionalism as a 
technique for the building of economic order. On a global scale, we 
have seen, the functional approach has not proved very productive. The 
organizations that have attempted it have, in effect, had to choose be- 
tween greater scope or greater effectiveness. The Economic Commission 
for Europe and the General Agreement on Tariffs and ‘Trade contained 
a wide membership, but were thereby prevented from any substantial 
accomplishment. The International Monetary Fund and the World 
Bank, on the other hand, have worked well and fruitfully, but in order 
to do so have had to limit their scope to an admittedly regional context. 
It therefore seems unlikely that global functionalism will achieve much 
success in furthering a more harmonious political climate. Attempts at 
such global functional organization are much more likely merely to 
reflect existing political differences and tensions. 

Our Western European case study in functional order-building on a 
regional basis affords some interesting insights. For one thing, “supra- 
nationality” per se is not necessarily a precondition for an organization’s 
success. The Organization for European Economic Cooperation was a 
singularly successful venture although it did not embody any “supra- 
national” features. What seems to determine an organization’s opera- 
tional effectiveness is whether it has a concrete and tangible job to do. If 
it does, institutional gadgetry becomes more or less irrelevant. A vague 
desire for cooperation without clearly defined goals will lead to atrophy; 
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the Council of Europe is a case in point. What distinguishes all the 
regional economic organizations of Europe, whether “supra-national” 
or not, is the fact they they have clearly defined operational programs. 
This is true especially of the three “Communities” of The Six. The 
integration process is also furthered by the fact that all participants 
have expectations of concrete economic rewards. The nature of these 
expectations differs from state to state, but all members hope to derive 
great benefits in one form or another. 

The increasing complexity of the European organizational picture 
cries out for a measure of coordination. It is unlikely that an overall 
scheme or “Grand Design” will be acceptable to all the states of 
Western Europe in the immediate future. The split between the “Inner 
Six” and the “Outer Seven” is still real and basic. The ultimate objec- 
tive of the former is nothing less than a United States of Europe. This 
aim is not yet shared by any of the other European countries, although 
some are willing to make concessions. Coordination will probably have 
to proceed within each of the two camps. Some progress has been made 
by The Six. Already, the three “Communities” of The Six share a com- 
mon Assembly and a common Court of Justice. These may be the fore- 
runners of a European Parliament and a European Court of Justice. 

Perhaps the most encouraging by-product of functional experimenta- 
tion in Western Europe has been the development of a “European 
outlook.” The constant process of consultation and the complexity of 
international machinery have persuaded most Western European states- 
men to consider national policy decisions in the broadest possible con- 
text. Indeed, the “European outlook” is common to both the “supra- 
national” and the more traditional organizations. On the other hand, 
the greatest danger inherent in this extensive experimentation is the 
possibility of rivalry among competing regional groupings. The split be- 
tween the “Inner Six” and the “Outer Seven” is a disturbing example. If 
these regional bodies should claim a new kind of “sovereignty” for 
themselves and develop into a form of regional nationalism, their pur- 
pose would be defeated. But in view of Britain’s growing rapprochement 
with The Six, such a development is unlikely. On the whole, the func- 
tional organizations have shown an amazing talent for improvisation and 
muddling through innumerable difficulties. Functionalism on a regional 
basis has become one of the most powerful instruments in the inter- 
national struggle for order. 
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¥% «Perception and 
Reality in 
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Behold! human beings living in a sort of 
underground den, which has a mouth open 
toward the light and reaching all across 
the den; they have been here from their 
childhood, and have their legs and necks 
chained so that they cannot move, and 
can only see before them; for the chains 
are arranged in such a manner as to pre- 
yent them from turning round their heads. 
At a distance above and behind them the 
light of a fire is blazing, and between the 
fire and the prisoners there is a raised way; 
and you will see, if you look, a low wall 
built along the way, like the screen which 
marionette players have before them, over 
which they show the puppets. 


I see, he said. 


And do you see, I said, men passing along 
the wall carrying vessels, which appear 
over the wall; also figures of men and ani- 
mals, made of wood and stone and various 
materials; and some of the prisoners, as you 
would expect, are talking, and some of 
them are silent? 

This is a strange image, he said, and they 
are strange prisoners. 

Like ourselves, I replied; and they only 
see their shadows, or the shadows of one 
another, which the fire throws on the op- 
posite wall of the cave? 
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True, he said: how could they see anything 
but the shadows if they were never allowed 
to move their heads? 


And of the objects which are being carried 
in like manner they would see only the 
shadows? 


Yes, he said. 


And if they were able to talk with one 
another, would they not suppose that they 
were naming what was actually before 
them? 


Very true. 


And suppose further that the prison had 
an echo which came from the other side, 
would they not be sure to fancy when one 
of the passers-by spoke that the voice 
which they heard came from the passing 
shadow? 


No question, he replied. 


To them, I said, the truth would be 
literally nothing but the shadows of the 
images. 


That is certain. 


“ALLEGORY OF THECCAV ED: 
PLATO, Republic, VII 


This book has attempted to present an analysis of international relations 
in our time. In so doing, we have dealt with a wide range of phenomena. 
For the purpose of ordering this body of material, we have employed 
two key concepts. First, and very broadly, we have analyzed world 
politics in terms of the ever-present tension between the struggle for 
power and the struggle for order among nations. We have seen that 
these two struggles are at many points closely interwoven. Indeed, the 
very soil which produces struggles for power also provides the nourish- 
ment for new institutions of order. Thus, World War I brought forth 
the League of Nations and World War II the United Nations. The 
Suez crisis of 1956 and the Congo crisis of 1960 led to the creation of 
unprecedented UN peace forces. And the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 
made possible agreement on the cessation of nuclear testing. Similarly, 
every struggle for order among nations also involves some kind of power 
struggle. Witness the United Nations, the most imaginative instrument 
for order-building thus far devised, yet at the same time the arena for 
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some of the most stubborn vying for power in history. The evidence sug- 
gests that self-styled realists and idealists are both wrong: power alone 
is no reliable guide through the landscape of international politics, nor 
is the quest for order. The relationship between power and order in 
world politics is inherently dialectical in nature. Fundamentally, there- 
fore, these two pervasive struggles must be recognized as two sides of a 
single coin. 

Within this broad and general conceptual framework, we have intro- 
duced a specific substantive theme as our second key concept: the 
linkage between the East-West struggle and the struggle between 
nationalism and colonialism. The pattern of interdependence between 
these two great conflicts of our time is woven into the entire fabric of 
contemporary international relations. The struggle for power and order 
may be seen as the essence of international relations everywhere and 
always. The East-West struggle and the struggle over colonialism provide 
its particular form of expression here and now. 

To these two organizing concepts which deal with the substance of 
world politics we may now add a third which concerns a further vital 
dimension of international relations: the frequent and highly significant 
differences between the way nations perceive one another and the way 
they really are. For the titanic struggles among the nations of our time 
are not only waged on the basis of objective realities. They are also 
fought out in the realm of imagery and illusion. It is the thesis of this 
concluding chapter that there are often great gaps between perception 
and reality in world politics and that these integrally affect all aspects 
of international relations, deeply exacerbating the international struggle 
for power and seriously slowing down the international struggle for order. 

The assumption underlying this thesis is that to some degree, at least, 
international relations are what people think they are; or, to put it in 
other words, that, under certain conditions, men respond not to realities 
but to fictions that they have themselves created. To say that there are 
no objective problems in world politics would be gross exaggeration. But 
the stage of world politics lends itself all too easily to the development 
of wide gaps between what that reality is and the way it is perceived. 
And because of this fact, perception probably plays as important a 
role in international relations as does objective reality itself. 

Before we can analyze the significance of perception in international 
relations, we must define it and search out its origins. Perception in 
international relations may be defined as the total cognitive view a 
nation holds of itself and of others in the world. As such, it is a most 
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complex phenomenon and includes both reality and distortion. There 
is little doubt that many nations much of the time see themselves and 
others the way they really are; but it is equally certain that many nations 
much of the time see themselves and others in stereotyped unidimen- 
sional ways. Nationalism and ideology contribute much to seeing other 
nations as “bad” and one’s own as spotless. Stereotyped images on one 
side elicit similar ones on another, often compounding the distortion. 
Even worse, if one believes a stereotype long enough it may become 
reality by setting in motion the mechanism of the self-fulfilling prophecy. 
Thus, if a nation believes that another is its implacable enemy and 
reiterates this often enough, making it the guideline of its national 
policy, it will eventually be right. 

Our first task, then, is to isolate those factors in a nation’s overall 
perception that are distorted; to extrapolate from the composite picture 
of reality and illusion the elements of illusion. Here we encounter a 
major difficulty. Throughout this book, we have referred to nations 
as if they were cohesive entities speaking with a single voice on the world 
scene: “The United States agreed,” “the Soviet Union feared,” “India 
proposed.” Such statements, while unavoidable in an analysis of inter- 
national relations, tell only part of the story. The next crucial question 
we must ask ourselves is who in “the United States agreed,” who in 
“the Soviet Union feared,” and who in “India proposed.” Put differ- 
ently, who is it that speaks for nations in world politics? To answer 
this question, we must analyze the nature of public opinion and its 
impact on a nation’s decision-making process in international relations. 
Then, we must attempt to differentiate between those decision-makers 
and “influencers” who tend to perceive the outside world in terms of 
preconceived images and stereotypes and those who evaluate their 
environment more in accordance with objective reality. 

It would, of course, be folly to attempt a generalized answer that 
would be true for all nations. Fortunately, excellent studies have been 
made of the impact of public opinion and of stereotypes on the foreign 
policy-making process of three different types of nations. Walter Lipp- 
mann’s study, Public Opinion, and Gabriel Almond’s The American 
People and Foreign Policy are both classics dealing with the American 
scene. Alex Inkeles’ Public Opinion in Soviet Russia gives us a reveal- 
ing picture of that aspect of the Soviet Union.2 And Gabriel Almond 
and James S. Coleman have edited and contributed to a study on Politics 
of the Developing Areas which provides many valuable insights into 
the public opinion and decision-making process of the emergent nations.? 
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A comparative analysis of these studies yields much valuable informa- 
tion on the role of distorted perception in world politics. 

It was Walter Lippmann who first subjected perception in American 
politics to a scrupulous analysis. In his trailblazing study, he pointed out 
that, for most people, “the world they have to deal with politically is 
out of reach, out of sight, out of mind.”4 Hence, the only reaction they 
can have to an event that they can neither reach, see, nor care about 
is one conditioned by their mental predisposition toward that event. 
Almond further refined this theme and applied it more specifically to 
Americans’ reactions to matters of foreign policy. He discovered that 
only a small segment of the American public—the elite—is able to 
grasp the complex realities of international relations. This group consists 
largely of interest groups, professional organizations, and government 
officials. A second layer of American public opinion he identified as 
the “attentive public,” those people who, while not themselves experts, 
continuously expose themselves to information on matters of world 
politics. The vast majority of Americans, however, Almond discovered, 
respond to matters of foreign policy largely on the basis of “mood.” 
They tend to exhaust their emotional and intellectual energies in 
private pursuits and thus approach problems of world politics with a 
perfunctory attitude. Moreover, they feel that “they cannot affect 
foreign policy anyway,” and that, therefore, a serious investment of time 
and energy is not worthwhile. As a result, this “mass public” tends to 
respond to the complex reality of world politics with simplified and 
frequently distorted images. It has replaced the real environment with 
a “pseudo-environment” largely compounded of prejudices and stereo- 
types. 

As a result of these observations, it follows that the “mass public” 
is to some extent responsible for distorted American perceptions of 
world politics. Most scholars feel that this “mass public” exerts a great 
deal of influence through its electoral powers. Lippmann argues, how- 
ever, that such control, to be beneficial, must emanate from a broadly 
educated public. If the mass public continues to perceive public policy 
in terms of “pictures in their heads,” Lippmann sees the coming of 
a functional derangement between the mass of the people and the 
government in which “the people will have acquired power which 
they are incapable of exercising, and the governments they elect will 
have lost power which they must recover if they are to govern.”® 
Carl J. Friedrich, on the other hand, has greater faith than Lippmann 
in the good political sense of the “common man.”° Be that as it may, 
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it is clear that as a result of “mass public” influence, some degree of 
distortion enters the American perception of world politics, and that 
when “the United States speaks” in world affairs, its position is there- 
for to some degree colored by images which depart from reality. 

It is subject to serious doubt, however, whether Lippmann and 
Almond are justified in locating the source of distortion primarily in 
the “mass public.” The record of American foreign policy suggests the 
possibility that distortions may also originate in the elite. The relation- 
ship between the “mass public” and the elite seems to be a highly 
complex one. At times the interaction between the two may further 
compound distortions. At other times, the elite may serve as a “cor- 
rective” and educate the “mass public.” But on some occasions, and 
this is no less important, the “mass public” may have a sounder per- 
ception than the elite. It was the policy elite surrounding the American 
President in 1961, for example, not the mass public, that misperceived 
the situation in Cuba that in turn led to the fiasco of the Bay of Pigs. 
At any rate, the gaps between perception and reality that exist in the 
United States view of world politics are not readily attributable to any 
one segment of the American people. 

Studies of public opinion in Soviet Russia also suggest great dis- 
tortions in the Soviet perception of world politics. But while in the 
United States it is difficult to locate the source of these distortions, in 
the Soviet Union, the main locus may be identified as the elite—the 
Communist Party. As we have seen in an earlier chapter, Communist 
ideology to some degree colors the lenses through which the Soviet 
regime perceives the world. These lenses are distributed to the “mass 
public” in the Soviet Union through cadres of professional agitators 
who do their best to ensure that the “new Soviet man” will perceive 
world politics through the reddish prism of Communist ideology. 
Ideology thus provides a kind of “built-in” distortion. As Inkeles 
points out in a striking analogy, this effort is only partially successful: 


The figure most apt for describing the state of Soviet public opinion is that 
of a forest fire. On the broad peripheral front the blaze rages in full intensity. 
Here is found a thin line of convinced and confirmed Communists. But 
behind this line comes a much larger area, which has already been swept 
by the flames and which now boasts only glowing embers. This is the line 
of. the half-believers, which includes some party members as well as the 
non-party supporters of the regime. And beyond that there lies a still 
broader sweep of the burned-over timber, in which here and there a spark 
still glows but which is predominantly cold, ashen, and gray. The work of 
mass persuasion is the wind which fans this blaze. But like the wind in the 
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forest fire, it not only spreads the flames but hastens the burning, and behind 


the line of flames and embers it can only stir up little swirls and eddies of 
ash.7 


Thus the Soviet Union, too, is bound to perceive world politics to some 
extent in terms of distorted images and stereotypes. Since these are 
rooted primarily in Communist ideology, the width of the gap between 
perception and reality in Soviet foreign policy is determined by the 
degree to which the Soviet leaders themselves uncritically accept the 
doctrine with which they so relentlessly proselytize the rest of the world. 
Yet here, too, a caveat is necessary. There may be times at which 
commitment to Communist ideology may clarify rather than distort 
reality. For example, a convinced Communist was probably better able 
to predict the coming decline of Western colonialism than many non- 
Communists, though he would not have expected the colonial powers 
to be as acquiescent as they have been with respect to decolonization. 
The overall record suggests, however, that the elements of distortion 
in the Communist world view are far greater than the elements of 
clarification. 

The emergent nations present yet a third pattern of the impact of 
public opinion on the foreign policy-making process. As several expert 
students of the developing nations have pointed out, there is a mini- 
mum of contact between the government elite and the “mass public” 
in most of the new nations: 


There exists a wide gap between the traditional mass and the essentially 
modern subsociety of the Westernized elite. The latter controls the central 
structures of government and essays to speak and act for the society as a 
whole. This elite subsociety is the main locus of political activity and of 
change in the society at large.® 


There are exceptions to this pattern, of course. India, for example, is a 
democracy in which there exists an intimate connection between public 
opinion and the government elite. But in most cases, the new nations 
have evolved authoritarian forms of government in which a high degree 
of alienation between the “mass public” and the government is typical. 
Hence, the pattern differs from that of the United States, since, in the 
developing nations, the “mass public” is, politically speaking, relatively 
powerless. It also differs from the Soviet model since the leadership, 
as a general rule, does not make a concerted attempt to indoctrinate 
the population with an ideology. It would be erroneous to assume, 
however, that the leadership of the new nations has a completely accu- 
rate perception of world politics. As we have seen earlier, the attitudes 
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of most of the new nationalist leaders are deeply colored by their colonial 
past. In their case, the memory of colonialism persists much longer than 
the fact. Once again, therefore, some distortion does result. To put it as 
precisely as possible, the degree of divergence between perception and 
reality in the new nations’ view of world politics is determined by the 
degree to which the memory of colonialism outlives the reality. 

Now that we have at least a tentative insight into the nature of public 
opinion and its effect on a nation’s perception of world politics, we 
may attempt to propose a tentative answer to the following important 
question: Which element in a nation’s population is most responsible 
for the degree of distorted imagery that affects its government's per- 
ception of the international scene? 

In our analysis of three different examples, we have seen that the 
governments of the United States, of the Soviet Union, and of most 
of the emergent nations are all subject to some degree of distorted 
perception. In the United States, it is difficult to identify the precise 
source of distortion. It may be found in a subtle interplay between the 
“mass public” and the elite in which each may act on the other as either 
a reinforcing or a corrective agent, depending upon the specific circum- 
stances. In the Soviet Union, the locus of distortion is more easily 
identifiable as the Communist Party elite which, to some degree at least, 
perceives the world through the lenses of Marxism-Leninism. The 
Soviet “mass public” has little chance to act as a corrective, but tends 
to absorb at least some of the Party ideology, thus compounding the 
distortion. In the emergent nations of the authoritarian type, where 
there is relatively little contact between the elite and the “mass public,” 
the source of distorted imagery is usually the leadership itself. 

Of the three cases studied, the United States is probably least sus- 
ceptible to distorted imagery. There is no “built-in” distortion through 
a prescribed ideology. Moreover, the very complexity of the American 
foreign policy-making process provides a kind of check-and-balance 
system which prevents extreme distortions from being translated into 
policy. The “built-in” quality of Communist ideology, on the other 
hand, no doubt injects considerable distortion into the Soviet perception 
of world politics. But it would be misleading to assume that this 
ideological factor always and under any circumstances produces a dis- 
torted image of the outside world. After all, it is not demonstrable that 
the Soviet leadership uncritically accepts the Marxist-Leninist concep- 
tion of international relations, On balance, however, it is likely that 
a higher degree of distortion enters into the Soviet than the American 
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perception of the world scene. While it is difficult to generalize about 
the emergent nations, it seems fairly safe to say that those with author- 
itarian forms of government also experience a good deal of distortion, 
falling somewhere along the spectrum between the Soviet Union and 
the United States. 

Now that we have examined the nature of the perception factor in the 
anatomy of a nation, we may proceed to an analysis of some of the 
major gaps between perception and reality in present-day world politics. 


The two main political power struggles of our time are being fought 
on the dual plane of perception and reality. First, if we consider the 
East-West struggle, it is obvious, as we have seen earlier, that a great 
number of objective differences exist which defy easy solution. But to 
a considerable degree, the conflict also takes place in the realm of dis- 
torted imagery. On the Soviet side, the main cause of this distortion 
is Communist ideology. Quite early in the Soviet Union’s life, the 
ideological factor generated a distorted self-image of historically ordained 
invincibility. It was also responsible for a perception of other nations that 
did not tally with reality. Thus, the Soviet Union tended to view the 
West, through Marxist-Leninist lenses, as being engaged in an effort 
to impose “capitalist encirclement” on the Soviet Union. Indeed, the 
Soviet leadership began to believe that it understood the West better 
than the West understood itself and as a result struggled not so much 
with the West as with its image of the West. 

The West, in turn, became seriously affected by Soviet imagery and, 
despite a number of striking blunders committed by the Comintern 
during its first thirty years of operation, tended to perceive the Soviet 
Union as a kind of chess master on the world scene. The West’s self- 
image, in turn, approached a collective inferiority complex. This “super- 
man” view of Communism and the inferiority complex that followed 
made the West more fearful of the image of the Soviet Union than of 
the Soviet Union itself. Indeed, the hypnotic spell that the Soviet 
Union was able to cast over the West became one of that nation’s 
greatest assets in the struggle. It resulted in a “psychological lag,” in 
the sense that the West remained hypnotized by the Soviet Union at a 
time when most of the inroads into the Western orbit were being made 
by Communist China. In sum, the net result has been a twofold dis- 
tortion. The two super-powers have struggled not only with each other, 
but also with their perceptions of each other. This divergence between 
perception and reality has exacerbated the conflict enormously. 
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The struggle over colonialism also bears the stamp of distortion. 
Although the record demonstrates that Western colonialism is largely 
a phenomenon of the past, the new nationalism acts as if it were very 
much alive. Indeed, as we have seen, in the life of the new nations the 
past often lives on with a fierce intensity. Although our three case 
studies of interaction between nationalism and colonialism (Chapter 
4) demonstrated that the colonial experiment was a very diversified 
experience, ranging from outright exploitation to the bestowal of gen- 
erous benefits, the new nationalism always regarded, and still regards, 
the entire colonial record as an unmitigated evil and fails to differentiate 
among the many varying shades of the spectrum. Our case studies also 
failed to support the conception held by most leaders of the new na- 
tionalism that their movement was antithetical to imperialism. Indeed, 
we have seen that the new nationalism may readily become a seedbed 
for a new form of imperialism. Hence, the struggle over colonialism, 
too, is intensified by great divergencies between perception and reality. 

No less affected by this type of distortion has been the relationship 
between the two political struggles for power. Engagement in one 
of the two major conflicts has tended to obscure an accurate perception 
of the other. The United States has perceived the world primarily in 
terms of East and West; Ghana, on the other hand, has seen the great 
divide between Black and White. The United States has often been 
uncommitted in the struggle between nationalism and colonialism and 
has frequently been accused of “neutralism” by the new nationalist 
powers. But the new nations have been equally uncommitted in the 
East-West struggle in which the two super-powers have perceived them 
as “neutralists.” In short, the perceptions of the major protagonists have 
largely remained limited to only one of the two great political struggles. 
However, each protagonist has been sufficiently aware of the struggle 
in which he has not seen himself directly involved to exploit if for his 
more conscious purposes. Thus both the Soviet Union and the United 
States, though primarily concerned with the East-West struggle, have 
consistently striven to gain support for themselves by seeking to play 
the most advantageous possible role in the colonial struggle. 

The divergencies between perception and reality in the political power 
struggle of our time thus boil down to this: though both titanic con- 
flicts are inseparably connected and are being waged simultaneously, 
those involved in the East-West struggle see the world chiefly in terms 
of this dichotomy, and those engaged in the colonial struggle see that 
conflict as all-important. Moreover, similar distortions characterize the 
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views of each other held by the protagonists in each of the two struggles 
separately. And in every case, the imagery tends to depict the “enemy” 
as a more deadly threat than the objective record would seem to justify. 
As a result, the political struggle is greatly intensified in all its aspects. 

The gap between fact and fiction has been even more dangerous in 
the military realm. Here both East and West have held the most 
extreme images of one another. The West has been convinced that 
“conquering the world for Communism” has been the sole motivation 
of the Soviet alliance system. On the basis of this view it sought to 
arm itself with an irresistible destructive capacity through the policy 
of “massive retaliation.” When this posture was criticized as too ex- 
clusively nuclear-minded, it began to experiment with an image of 
Benthamite rationality through the more flexible policy of graduated 
deterrence. The Soviet Union, for its part, has developed an image of 
the West of “imperialist aggression and encirclement” bent upon the 
destruction of Communism. Logically enough, the view each side 
has held of its own camp has been one of defense against the other. 

The great danger in the military struggle between East and West 
lies in the possibility that the extreme image that each side holds of 
the other may become reality, and that the circle of suspicion and 
countersuspicion may precipitate a “preventive” war. If each side con- 
tinues to believe that the other is its mortal enemy, this view may 
influence behavior to such a point of rigidity and compulsiveness that the 
“Gnevitable conflict” might become a self-fulfilling prophecy. One 
hopeful aspect of the overall picture is the fact that both super-powers 
hold an image of war in the nuclear age as totally destructive of civiliza- 
tion as a whole. This image has already acted as a deterrent on several 
occasions, especially during the Cuban missile crisis of 1962. 

The super-powers are also engaged in a relentless economic struggle 
with each other. Each covets the distinction of being the world’s leading 
industrial power. This economic competition has led to a curious para- 
dox: in the imagery of each super-power, the economic system of the 
antagonist is alien, pernicious, and to be eradicated. In reality, the 
exigencies of competition have led to a high degree of mutual emulation 
which, in turn, has made the economies of the Soviet Union and the 
United States increasingly alike. The hostile images dictate further 
competition but this competition will probably increase the objective 
similarities between the two economies still further. It is therefore 
possible that the common dictates of industrial production may divest 
the East-West struggle of some of its messianic ideological character. 
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Once global ideology atrophies, the fierceness of the struggle may abate. 
Hence the gap between perception and reality in the economic realm 
is a danger chiefly in the short run. In the long run—assuming that the 
two great antagonists settle for coexistence without victory or defeat— 
it may actually prove a force making for order. 

Yet both super-powers are aware that at least in the economic realm 
a decisive victory is still possible in the East-West struggle. They have 
become convinced that such a victory can be won by gaining the alle- 
giance of the world’s uncommitted countries. Both sides have therefore 
waged the economic struggle with the weapon of foreign aid. In this 
competition, too, images have greatly diverged from realities. Both 
super-powers, aware of the sensitivities of the new nations, have at- 
tempted to project an image of selflessness and generosity. The secret 
of success in the economic struggle seems indeed to lie in the realm 
of imagery. Not only must each of the super-powers learn to see itself 
as the new nations see it, but it must learn how the new nations perceive 
the other “enemy” super-power. It is difficult enough for a nation to 
see itself as others see it; it is far more difficult to see a second nation 
as a third sees it. Yet this ability is turning out to be of the utmost 
importance in the economic competition for the new nations. The 
Soviet Union has been able to project itself into the thinking of the 
uncommitted nations somewhat more successfully than the United 
States. It has frequently been able to exploit the anticolonial images 
of the new nationalism to its own advantage. In its reaction to the 
“blindness” of the neutralist leaders in accepting Communist aid the 
United States has failed to comprehend a most basic fact: that to most 
of the new nations, Communism is not an unmitigated evil, but merely 
an alternative to democracy—an alternative, in fact, that, as they see it, 
may quite possibly produce the desired results faster. Moreover, the West 
has tended to define democracy primarily in terms of political liberty. In 
countries without a tradition of democracy, this has often seemed like 
a luxury commodity. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has tended 
to emphasize economic security, a more meaningful concept in coun- 
tries where this is the overriding concern. 

Aware of their strategic position in the East-West struggle, most of 
the new nations have developed an often rather inflated self-image. This 
had led to curious psychological inversions—almost an “upside-down” 
world. At times, the new nations have “rewarded” one of the super- 
powers by accepting its gifts or loans. Because of the peculiar constella- 
tion of world politics, and the interdependence of the two great political 
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struggles, the power of the new nations has vastly increased. So long 
as the two super-powers continue to believe that the uncommitted coun- 
tries may vitally affect the distribution of power, this strange divergence 
between perception and reality is likely to persist. 

In sum, then, an analysis of the political, military, and economic 
aspects of the international struggle for power reveals that, on the whole, 
there exist great divergencies between perception and reality. In the 
political realm, these divergencies exacerbate the fierceness of both the 
East-West struggle and the struggle over colonialism. This is also largely 
true, or at least it was, until very recently, in the military arena. Only 
in the economic struggle is the picture more mixed. There the gap 
between perception and reality seems to work in the direction of co- 
operation as well as of conflict. 


The relationship between perception and reality has also affected the 
international struggle for order. In the political realm, the United Nations 
is a case in point. Public opinion studies show that, in the United States, 
for example, the “mass public” and even the “attentive public” tend 
to evaluate the United Nations fairly indiscriminately. There is little 
awareness of differences among the major organs of the world organiza- 
tion. It is either praised or condemned as a whole. Images swing all the 
way from cynical disillusionment through apathy to an exaggerated 
“panacea” view. Yet the record of the United Nations during its first 
twenty years demonstrates that it is quite impossible to generalize about 
the world organization in its entirety. The performance of each of its 
major organs and specialized agencies has been different. In other 
words, in the imagery of the United States there is little or no awareness 
of the United Nations’ most important characteristic: its elasticity, and 
the fact that it is working on many fronts and with varying degrees of 
effectiveness at one time. The unfortunate result of this one-dimensional 
image is to encourage all-too-quick disillusionment by making the failure 
of some one UN organ, such as the Security Council, seem like a failure 
of the organization in toto. Hence, American support of the United 
Nations has tended to be based on the very unstable factor of popular 
oversimplification. This gap between perception and reality has thus 
slowed the development of a firm and dependable basis of support for 
the United Nations. 

Such distortion also extends to specific institutions of the United 
Nations. The veto power of the Big Five in the Security Council affords 
an interesting example. In the Soviet view, this power saves the USSR 
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from being continuously outyoted in an organization consisting largely 
of non-Communist nations. The United States, while equally adamant 
on maintaining the veto power, holds the view that the Soviet Union 
has used it excessively and thus crippled the organization. Neither of 
these views tallies with the record. The truth is that only a few of the 
many Soviet vetoes cast in the Security Council have been final. Many 
of them have been circumvented through action taken in the General 
Assembly under the Uniting for Peace Resolution or otherwise.’ Thus, 
the view that the veto can paralyze the world organization as a whole 
—a view held by the Soviet Union, the United States, and most of the 
new nations—does not square with the facts. 

‘The tug-of-war between regionalists and globalists, too, has relevance 
to our thesis. Typically, regionalist thinkers conceive of globalism as 
either premature or altogether unworkable. Internationalists, on the 
other hand, have developed an image of regional arrangements as harm- 
ful roadblocks on the path to world order. Neither perception leaves 
room for what the record demonstrates: that frequently globalism has 
served as a second line of defense for regionalism and that regional 
arrangements have served as backstops for the world organization. 
Certainly, there is ample room for both types of political order- 
building on the world scene. In this case, the gap between percep- 
tion and reality has sometimes led to unnecessary friction between 
the two approaches and thus slowed down the advance toward political 
order, 

A serious divergence exists in the military realm of political order- 
building. ‘The widespread view that arms races cause wars has led to 
a passionate popular demand for disarmament everywhere. This, in 
turn, has led to a propagandistic corruption of diplomacy in disarma- 
ment negotiations because diplomats have been compelled to address a 
world audience instead of engaging in the exacting business of searching 
for a technical disarmament formula. Thus, the public demand for 
disarmament has, paradoxically enough, retarded actual progress. As 
we have seen earlier, the popular assumption that arms races cause wars 
is very oversimplified. ‘The record shows that an arms race is merely 
the symptom of a deeper pathological condition. It is very likely that 
the search for a technical disarmament formula is bound to fail unless 
it is preceded by a more fundamental political accommodation. Indeed, 
the discouraging history of disarmament negotiations supports the 
proposition that order is fundamentally a political, not a military prob- 
lem. ‘This gap between the simple popular image of disarmament and 
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the complex reality has caused a great deal of cynicism, disillusionment, 
and waste of energy. 

The economic field alone has escaped serious distortions. The func- 
tionalist hope has largely been vindicated by the record on the regional 
level. Within the framework of Western Europe, two basic conceptions 
of economic order-building have developed, both of which have enjoyed 
a measure of success. “Supra-national” and more traditional intergov- 
ernmental organizations alike have mushroomed. Wherever a concrete 
task had to be accomplished, the record has been good, regardless of the 
formal structure of the organization. Since a well-defined task has existed 
in most instances, serious gaps between perception and reality have been 
avoided. One interesting development is worthy of mention: the widely 
prevalent conception that a clear line of demarcation may be drawn 
between national governments and international organizations no longer 
seems to be valid. Recent developments, chiefly in Western Europe, 
indicate that the two are beginning to blend into one another. Indeed, 
some regional organizations, like the European Coal and Steel Com- 
munity and the Common Market, come close to exercising powers 
previously enjoyed only by national governments. Whether these group- 
ings will justify the fear of the globalists and develop into a kind of 
regional nationalism remains to be seen. For the present, accomplish- 
ments have largely kept pace with expectations. Hence, an unusual 
congruence exists between perception and reality in economic order- 
building in Western Europe. 

In conclusion, then, the gaps between perception and reality have 
exacerbated the fierceness of the international struggle for power and 
have also done much to slow down the advance toward international 
order. In view of this fact, it seems of the utmost importance for stu- 
dents of international relations to expose themselves to the work of 
scholars in the area of human perception—sociologists, social psycholo- 
gists, and even depth psychologists. This is not to say that the objective 
realities of world affairs should in any way be neglected. Yet since 
these are as vast and difficult to contend with as they are, the least 
we can hope for is that they not be rendered even more complex and 
inaccessible to reason by our unsubstantiated preconceptions. The perils 
of our age demand our every effort to see and deal with the world as 
it really is. Once again man must escape from Plato’s Cave, in which he 
perceives only shadows instead of realities. Only when our reason thus 
acquires passion will we remove the Sword of Damocles which has been 
suspended for far too long over our tormented world. 
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The Charter 
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%% + THE CHARTER OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 


We the peoples of the United Nations determined 
to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, which twice in 
our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind, and 


to reafhrm faith in fundamental human nights, in the dignity and worth 
of the human person, in the equal nghts of men and women and of 
nations large and small, and 


to establish conditions under which justice and respect for the obliga- 
tions arising from treaties and other sources of international law can be 
maintained, and 


to promote social progress and better standards of life in larger freedom, 


and for these ends 


to practice tolerance and live together in peace with one another as 
good neighbors, and 
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to unite our strength to maintain international peace and security, and 


to ensure, by the acceptance of principles and the institution of methods, 
that armed force shall not be used, save in the common interest, and 


to employ international machinery for the promotion of the economic 
and social advancement of all peoples, 


have resolved to combine our efforts to accomplish these 
aims. 


Accordingly, our respective Governments, through representatives as- 
sembled in the city of San Francisco, who have exhibited their full 
powers found to be in good and due form, have agreed to the present 
Charter of the United Nations and do hereby establish an international 
organization to be known as the United Nations. 


CHAPTER I / Purposes and Principles 
ARTLOL bad 


The Purposes of the United Nations are: 

1. To maintain international peace and security, and to that end: 
to take effective collective measures for the prevention and removal 
of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression 
or other breaches of the peace, and to bring about by peaceful means, 
and in conformity with the principles of justice and international law, 
adjustment or settlement of international disputes or situations which 
might lead to a breach of the peace; 

2. To develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for 
the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, and to 
take other appropriate measures to strengthen universal peace; 

3. To achieve international cooperation in solving international 
problems of an economic, social, cultural, or humanitarian character, 
and in promoting and encouraging respect for human rights and for 
fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, 
or religion; and 

4. To be a center for harmonizing the actions of nations in the 
attainment of these common ends. 


ARTICLE 2 


The Organization and its Members, in pursuit of the Purposes stated 
in Article 1, shall act in accordance with the following Principles. 
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1. ‘The Organization is based on the principle of the sovereign equal- 
ity of all its Members. 

2. All Members, in order to ensure to all of them the rights and 
benefits resulting from membership, shall fulfil in good faith the obliga- 
tions assumed by them in accordance with the present Charter. 

3. All Members shall settle their international disputes by peaceful 
means in such a manner that international peace and security, and 
justice, are not endangered. 

4. All Members shall refrain in their international relations from 
the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with 
the Purposes of the United Nations. 

5. All Members shall give the United Nations every assistance in 
any action it takes in accordance with the present Charter, and shall 
refrain from giving assistance to any state against which the United 
Nations is taking preventive or enforcement action. 

6. The Organization shall ensure that states which are not Members 
of the United Nations act in accordance with these Principles so far 
as may be necessary for the maintenance of international peace and 
security. 

7. Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the 
United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall require the Members to 
submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter; but this 
principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement measures 
under Chapter VII. 


CHAPTER 1 / Membership 


ARTICLE 3 


The original Members of the United Nations shall be the states 
which, having participated in the United Nations Conference on Inter- 
national Organization at San Francisco, or having previously signed 
the Declaration of United Nations of January 1, 1942, sign the present 
Charter and ratify it in accordance with Article 110. 


ARTICLE 4 


1. Membership in the United Nations is open to all other peace- 
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loving states which accept the obligations contained in the present 
Charter and, in the judgment of the Organization, are able and willing 
to carry out these obligations. 

2. The admission of any such state to membership in the United 
Nations will be effected by a decision of the General Assembly upon 
the recommendation of the Security Council. 


ARTICLE 5 


A Member of the United Nations against which preventive or enforce- 
ment action has been taken by the Security Council may be suspended 
from the exercise of the rights and privileges of membership by the 
General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. 
The exercise of these rights and privileges may be restored by the 
Security Council. 


ARG 


A Member of the United Nations which has persistently violated the 
Principles contained in the present Charter may be expelled from the 
Organization by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of 
the Security Council. 


CHAPTER I / Organs 


AGREED EG CGE: 7 


1. There are established as the principal organs of the United Nations: 
a General Assembly, a Security Council, an Economic and Social Coun- 
cil, a ‘Trusteeship Council, an International Court of Justice, and a 
Secretariat. 

2. Such subsidiary organs as may be found necessary may be estab- 
lished in accordance with the present Charter. 


ARTICLE 8 


The United Nations shall place no restrictions on the eligibility of 
men and women to participate in any capacity and under conditions 
of equality in its principal and subsidiary organs. 
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CHAPTER Iv / The General Assembly 


Composition 
ARTICLE 9 


1. The General Assembly shall consist of all the Members of the 
United Nations. 

2. Each Member shall have not more than five representatives in 
the General Assembly. 


Functions and Powers 


ARTIGEE Lo 


The General Assembly may discuss any questions or any matters 
within the scope of the present Charter or relating to the powers and 
functions of any organs provided for in the present Charter, and, except 
as provided in Article 12, may make recommendations to the Members 
of the United Nations or to the Security Council or to both on any 
such questions or matters. 


AR LPEGr rE 1 1 


1. The General Assembly may consider the general principles of 
cooperation in the maintenance of international peace and security, 
including the principles governing disarmament and the regulation of 
armaments, and may make recommendations with regard to such prin- 
ciples to the Members or to the Security Council or to both. 

2. The General Assembly may discuss any questions relating to the 
maintenance of international peace and security brought before it by 
any Member of the United Nations, or by the Security Council, or 
by a state which is not a Member of the United Nations in accordance 
with Article 35, paragraph 2, and, except as provided in Article 12, 
may make recommendations with regard to any such questions to the 
state or states concerned or to the Security Council or to both. Any 
such question on which action is necessary shall be referred to the 
Security Council by the General Assembly either before or after dis- 
cussion. 

3. The General Assembly may call the attention of the Security 
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Council to situations which are likely to endanger international peace 
and security. 

4. The powers of the General Assembly set forth in this Article shall 
not limit the general scope of Article 10. 


AGRO Glynn Ie 


1. While the Security Council is exercising in respect of any dispute 
or situation the functions assigned to it in the present Charter, the 
General Assembly shall not make any recommendations with regard 
to that dispute or situation unless the Security Council so requests. 

2. The Secretary-General, with the consent of the Security Council, 
shall notify the General Assembly at each session of any matters rela- 
tive to the maintenance of international peace and security which are 
being dealt with by the Security Council and shall similarly notify the 
General Assembly, or the Members of the United Nations if the Gen- 
eral Assembly is not in session, immediately the Security Council ceases 
to deal with such matters. 


ARTICLE 13 


1. The General Assembly shall initiate studies and make recom- 
mendations for the purpose of: 

a. promoting international cooperation in the political field and en- 
couraging the progressive development of international law and its 
codification; 

b. promoting international cooperation in the economic, social, cul- 
tural, educational, and health fields, and assisting in the realization of 
human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without distinction 
as to race, sex, language, or religion. 

2. The further responsibilities, functions, and powers of the General 
Assembly with respect to matters mentioned in paragraph 1 (b) above 
are set forth in Chapter IX and X. 


ARTICLE 14 


Subject to the provisions of Article 12, the General Assembly may 
recommend measures for the peaceful adjustment of any situation, 
regardless of origin, which it deems likely to impair the general welfare 
or friendly relations among nations, including situations resulting from 
a violation of the provisions of the present Charter setting forth the 
Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. 
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ARTICLE 15 


1. The General Assembly shall receive and consider annual and special 
reports from the Security Council; these reports shall include an account 
of the measures that the Security Council has decided upon or taken 
to maintain international peace and security. 

2. The General Assembly shall receive and consider reports from the 
other organs of the United Nations. 


ARTICLE 16 


The General Assembly shall perform such functions with respect to 
the international trusteeship system as are assigned to it under Chapters 
XII and XIII, including the approval of the trusteeship agreements for 
areas not designated as strategic. 


SUTUCL BSL 


1. The General Assembly shall consider and approve the budget of 
the Organization. 

2. The expenses of the Organization shall be borne by the Members 
as apportioned by the General Assembly. 

3. The General Assembly shall consider and approve any financial 
and budgetary arrangements with specialized agencies referred to in 
Article 57 and shall examine the administrative budgets of such spe- 
cialized agencies with a view to making recommendations to the agencies 
concerned. 


Voting 
ASRUrn Cal be lo 


1. Each member of the General Assembly shall have one vote. 

2. Decisions of the General Assembly on important questions shall 
be made by a two-thirds majority of the members present and voting. 
These questions shall include: recommendations with respect to the 
maintenance of international peace and security, the election of the non- 
permanent members of the Security Council, the election of the 
members of the Economic and Social Council, the election of members 
of the Trusteeship Council in accordance with paragraph 1 (c) of 
Atticle 86, the admission of new Members to the United Nations, the 
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suspension of the rights and privileges of membership, the expulsion 
of Members, questions relating to the operation of the trusteeship 
system, and budgetary questions. 

3. Decisions on other questions, including the determination of addi- 
tional categories of questions to be decided by a two-thirds majority, 
shall be made by a majority of the members present and voting. 


ART LCL baer G 


A Member of the United Nations which is in arrears in the payment 
of its financial contributions to the Organization shall have no vote 
in the General Assembly if the amount of its arrears equals or exceeds 
the amount of the contributions due from it for the preceding two 
full years. The General Assembly may, nevertheless, permit such a 
Member to vote if it is satisfied that the failure to pay is due to condi- 
tions beyond the control of the Member. 


Procedure 


AGREE CL EAD © 


The General Assembly shall meet in regular annual sessions and in 
such special sessions as occasion may require. Special sessions shall be 
convoked by the Secretary-General att he request of the Security Council 
or of a majority of the Members of the United Nations. 


ARTRCGL i Ba 


The General Assembly shall adopt its own rules of procedure. It 
shall elect its President for each session. 


ANIQGPAL (C16 io 3D 


The General Assembly may establish such subsidiary organs as it 
deems necessary for the performance of its functions. 


CHAPTER V / The Security Council 


Composition 
AGRE Gh Hae: 3 


1. The Security Council shall consist of eleven Members of the 
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United Nations. The Republic of China, France, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, and the United States of America shall be permanent members 
of the Security Council. The General Assembly shall elect six other 
Members of the United Nations to be non-permanent members of the 
Security Council, due regard being specially paid, in the first instance to 
the contribution of Members of the United Nations to the maintenance 
of international peace and security and to the other purposes of the 
Organization, and also to equitable geographical distribution. 

2. The non-permanent members of the Security Council shall be 
elected for a term of two years. In the first election of the non-permanent 
members, however, three shall be chosen for a term of one year. A re- 
tiring member shall not be eligible for immediate re-election. 

3. Each member of the Security Council shall have one representative. 


Functions and Powers 


AR ELGYE 2A 


1. In order to ensure prompt and effective action by the United 
Nations, its Members confer on the Security Council primary responsi- 
bility for the maintenance of international peace and security, and agree 
that in carrying out its duties under this responsibility the Security 
Council acts on their behalf. 

2. In discharging these duties the Security Council shall act in ac- 
cordance with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. The 
specific powers granted to the Security Council for the discharge of these 
duties are laid down in Chapters VI, VII, VIII, and XII. 

3. The Security Council shall submit annual and, when necessary, 
special reports to the General Assembly for its consideration. 


ARTIGL By 2:5 

The Members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out 
the decisions of the Security Council in accordance with the present 
Charter. 


bE Ol, Eee oi 

In order to promote the establishment and maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security with the least diversion for armaments of 
the world’s human and economic resources, the Security Council shall 
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be responsible for formulating, with the assistance of the Military Staff 
Committee referred to in Article 47, plans to be submitted to the Mem- 
bers of the United Nations for the establishment of a system for the 
regulation of armaments. 


Voting 
ARTICLE 27 


1. Each member of the Security Council shall have one vote. 

2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters shall be 
made by an affirmative vote of seven members. 

3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be 
made by an affirmative vote of seven members including the concurring 
votes of the permanent members; provided that, in decisions under 
Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of Article 52, a party to a dispute 
shall abstain from voting. 


Procedure 


ARTICLE 28 


1. The Security Council shall be so organized as to be able to function 
continuously. Each member of the Security Council shall for this pur- 
pose be represented at all times at the seat of the Organization. 

2. The Security Council shall hold periodic meetings at which each 
of its members may, if it so desires, be represented by a member of the 
government or by some other specially designated representative. 

3. The Security Council may hold meetings at such places other than 
the seat of the Organization as in its judgment will best facilitate its 
work, | 


ARTICLE 29 


The Security Council may establish such subsidiary organs as it deems 
necessary for the performance of its functions. 


ARTICLE 30 


The Security Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, includ- 
ing the method of selecting its President. 


The Charter of the United Nations 423 


ARTIC i.e 31 


Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the 
Security Council may participate, without vote, in the discussion of 
any question brought before the Security Council whenever the latter 
considers that the interests of that Member are specially affected. 


ARTICLE 32 


Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the 
Security Council or any state which is not a Member of the United 
Nations, if it is a party to a dispute under consideration by the Security 
Council, shall be invited to participate, without vote, in the discussion 
relating to the dispute. The Security Council shall lay down such con- 
ditions as it deems just for the participation of a state which is not a 
Member of the United Nations. 


CHAPTER vI / Pacific Settlement of Disputes 
ARTICLE 33 


1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to 
endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, shall, 
first of all, seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, concili- 
ation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or ar- 
rangements, or other peaceful means of their own choice. 

2. The Security Council shall, when it deems necessary, call upon the 
parties to settle their dispute by such means. 


ARTICLE 34 


The Security Council may investigate any dispute, or any situation 
which might lead to international friction or give rise to a dispute, in 
order to determine whether the continuance of the dispute or situation 
is likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security. 


ARTICUE 35 


1. Any Member of the United Nations may bring any dispute, or any 
situation of the nature referred to in Article 34, to the attention of the 
Security Council or of the General Assembly. 

2. A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may bring to 
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the attention of the Security Council or of the General Assembly any 
dispute to which it is a party if it accepts in advance, for the purposes 
of the dispute, the obligations of pacific settlement provided in the 
present Charter. 

3. The proceedings of the General Assembly in respect of matters 
brought to its attention under this Article will be subject to the pro- 
visions of Articles 11 and 12. 


ARTICLE 36 


1. The Security Council may, at any stage of a dispute of the nature 
referred to in Article 33 or of a situation of like nature, recommend 
appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment. 

2. The Security Council should take into consideration any proce- 
dures for the settlement of the dispute which have already been adopted 
by the parties. 

3. In making recommendations under this Article the Security Coun- 
cil should also take into consideration that legal disputes should as a 
general rule be referred by the parties to the International Court of 
Justice in accordance with the provisions of the Statute of the Court. 


Amer br 837 


1. Should the parties to a dispute of the nature referred to in Article 
33 fail to settle it by the means indicated in that Article, they shall refer 
it to the Security Council. 

2. If the Security Council deems that the continuance of the dispute 
is in fact likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and 
security, it shall decide whether to take action under Article 36 or to 
recommend such terms of settlement as it may consider appropriate. 


ARTICUE: 38 


Without prejudice to the provisions of Articles 33 to 37, the Security 
Council may, if all the parties to any dispute so request, make recom- 
mendations to the parties with a view to a pacific settlement of the 
dispute. 


CHAPTER vil / Action with Respect to Threats to the Peace, 
Breaches of the Peace, and Acts of Aggression 
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ARTICLE 39 


The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to 
the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression and shall make 
recommendations, or decide what measures shall be taken in accordance 
with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore international peace and 
security. 


ARTICLE 40 


In order to prevent an aggravation of the situation, the Security Coun- 
cil may, before making the recommendations or deciding upon the 
measures provided for in Article 39, call upon the parties concerned to 
comply with such provisional measures as it deems necessary or desirable. 
Such provisional measures shall be without prejudice to the rights, 
claims, or position of the parties concerned. The Security Council shall 
duly take account of failure to comply with such provisional measures. 


ARTICLY +47 


The Security Council may decide what measures not involving the use 
of armed force are to be employed to give effect to its decisions, and it 
may call upon the Members of the United Nations to apply such 
measures. ‘These may include complete or partial interruption of eco- 
nomic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and other 
means of communication, and the severance of diplomatic relations. 


APTTreuE 42 


Should the Security Council consider that measures provided for in 
Article 41 would be inadequate or have proved to be inadequate, it 
may take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to 
maintain or restore international peace and security. Such action may 
include demonstrations, blockade, and other operations by air, sea, or 
land forces of Members of the United Nations. 


ARTICLE 43 


1. All Members of the United Nations, in order to contribute to the 
maintenance of international peace and security, undertake to make 
available to the Security Council, on its call and in accordance with a 
special agreement or agreements, armed forces, assistance, and facilities, 
including rights of passage, necessary for the purpose of maintaining 
international peace and security. 
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2. Such agreement or agreements shall govern the numbers and types 
of forces, their degree of readiness and general location, and the nature 
of the facilities and assistance to be provided. 

3. The agreement or agreements shall be negotiated as soon as pos- 
sible on the initiative of the Security Council. They shall be concluded 
between the Security Council and Members or between the Security 
Council and groups of Members and shall be subject to ratification by 
the signatory states in accordance with their respective constitutional 
processes. 


ARTIC Lk aA 


When the Security Council has decided to use force it shall, before 
calling upon a Member not represented on it to provide armed forces 
in fulfillment of the obligations assumed under Article 43, invite that 
Member, if the Member so desires, to participate in the decisions of the 
Security Council concerning the employment of contingents of that 
Member’s armed forces. 


ARTICLE 4S 


In order to enable the United Nations to take urgent military meas- 
ures, Members shall hold immediately available national air-force con- 
tigents for combined international enforcement action. The strength 
and degree of readiness of these contingents and plans for their com- 
bined action shall be determined, within the limits laid down in the 
special agreement or agreements referred to in Article 43, by the Security 
Council with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee. 


ARTICLE 4 G 


Plans for the application of armed force shall be made by the Security 
Council with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee. 


ARTICLE 47 


1. There shall be established a Military Staff Committee to advise 
and assist the Security Council on all questions relating to the Security 
Council’s military requirements for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, the employment and command of forces placed at 
its disposal, the regulation of armaments, and possible disarmament. 

2. The Military Staff Committee shall consist of the Chiefs of Staff 
of the permanent members of the Security Council or their representa- 
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tives. Any Member of the United Nations not permanently represented 
on the Committee shall be invited by the Committee to be associated 
with it when the efficient discharge of the Committee’s responsibilities 
requires the participation of that Member in its work. 

3. The Military Staff Committee shall be responsible under the Se- 
curity Council for the strategic direction of any armed forces placed at 
the disposal of the Security Council. Questions relating to the command 
of such forces shall be worked out subsequently. 

4. The Military Staff Committee, with the authorization of the Se- 
curity Council and after consultation with appropriate regional agencies, 
may establish regional subcommittees. 


ARTICLE 48 


1. The action required to carry out the decisions of the Security 
Council for the maintenance of international peace and security shall 
be taken by all the Members of the United Nations or by some of them, 
as the Security Council may determine. 

2. Such decisions shall be carried out by the Members of the United 
Nations directly and through their action in the appropriate international 
agencies of which they are members. 


ARTICLE 49 


The Members of the United Nations shall join in affording mutual 
assistance in carrying out the measures decided upon by the Security 
Council. 


ARTICLE 50 


If preventive or enforcement measures against any state are taken by 
the Security Council, any other state, whether a Member of the United 
Nations or not, which finds itself confronted with special economic 
problems arising from the carrying out of those measures shall have 
the right to consult the Security Council with regard to a solution of 
those problems. 


AR PLOT Bo 1 


Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of in- 
dividual or collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a 
Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken the 
measures necessary to maintain international peace and security. Meas- 
ures taken by Members in the exercise of this right of self-defense shall 
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be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in any 
way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under 
the present Charter to take at any time such action as it deems neces- 
sary in order to maintain or restore international peace and security. 


CHAPTER vit / Regional Arrangements 


AR TLGL Bo 52 


1. Nothing in the present Charter precludes the existence of regional 
arrangements or agencies for dealing with such matters relating to the 
maintenance of international peace and security as are appropriate for 
regional action, provided that such arrangements or agencies and their 
activities are consistent with the Purposes and Principles of the United 
Nations. 

2. The Members of the United Nations entering into such arrange- 
ments or constituting such agencies shall make every effort to achieve 
pacific settlement of local disputes through such regional arrangements 
or by such regional agencies before referring them to the Security 
Council. 

3. The Security Council shall encourage the development of pacific 
settlement of local disputes through such regional arrangements or by 
such regional agencies either on the initiative of the states concerned or 
by reference from the Security Council. 

4. This Article in no way impairs the application of Articles 34 
and 35. 


RTT Gilat 


1. The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional 
arrangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. 
But no enforcement action shall be taken under regional arrangements 
or by regional agencies without the authorization of the Security Coun- 
cil, with the exception of measures against any enemy state, as defined 
in paragraph 2 of this Article, provided for pursuant to Article 107 or in 
regional arrangements directed against renewal of aggressive policy on 
the part of any such state, until such time as the Organization may, on re- 
quest of the Governments concerned, be charged with the responsibility 
for preventing further aggression by such a state. 

2. The term “enemy state” as used in paragraph 1 of this Article 
applies to any state which during the Second World War has been an 
enemy of any signatory of the present Charter. 
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ARTICLE 54 


The Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of ac- 
tivities undertaken or in contemplation under regional arrangements or 
by regional agencies for the maintenance of international peace and 
security. 


CHAPTER Ix / International Economic and Social Cooperation 


ARTICLE ue 


With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well-being 
which are necessary for peaceful and friendly relations among nations 
based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination 
of peoples, the United Nations shall promote: 

a. higher standards of living, full employment, and conditions of 
economic and social progress and development; 

b. solutions of international economic, social, health, and related 
problems; and international cultural and educational cooperation; and 

c. universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and funda- 
mental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, 
or religion. 


LETICTE 56 


All Members pledge themselves to take joint and separate action in 
cooperation with the Organization for the achievement of the pur- 
poses set forth in Article 55. 


NRTUCLE 5 7 


1. The various specialized agencies, established by intergovernmental 
agreement and having wide international responsibilities, as defined 
in their basic instruments, in economic, social, cultural, educational, 
health, and related fields, shall be brought into relationship with the 
United Nations in accordance with the provisions of Article 63. 

2. Such agencies thus brought into relationship with the United 
Nations are hereinafter referred to as specialized agencies. 


TCL Bobo 


The Organization shall make recommendations for the coordination 
of the policies and activities of the specialized agencies. 


430 Appendix 


ARTICLE 59 


The Organization shall, where appropriate, initiate negotiations 
among the states concerned for the creation of any new specialized 
agencies required for the accomplishment of the purposes set forth in 
Article ss, 


ARTICLE 60 


Responsibility for the discharge of the functions of the Organization 
set forth in this Chapter shall be vested in the General Assembly and, 
under the authority of the General Assembly, in the Economic and 
Social Council, which shall have for this purpose the powers set forth 
in Chapter X. 


cHaAprer x / The Economic and Social Council 


Composition 
ARTICLE 612 


1. ‘The Economic and Social Council shall consist of eighteen Mem- 
bers of the United Nations elected by the General Assembly. 

2. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 3, six members of the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council shall be elected each year for a term of three 
years, A retiring member shall be eligible for immediate re-election. 

3. At the first election, eighteen members of the Economic and Social 
Council shall be chosen, ‘The term of office of six members so chosen 
shall expire at the end of one year, and of six other members at the end 
of two years, in accordance with arrangements made by the General 
Assembly, 


4. Nach member of the Economic and Social Council shall have one 
representative, 


Functions and Powers 
ARTICLE 6a 


1, ‘The Economic and Social Council may make or initiate studies 
and reports with respect to international economic, social, cultural, 


The Charter of the United Nations 431 


educational, health, and related matters and may make recommenda- 
tions with respect to any such matters to the General Assembly, to the 
Members of the United Nations, and to the specialized agencies con- 
cerned. 

2. It may make recommendations for the purpose of promoting re- 
spect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms 
for all. 

3. It may prepare draft conventions for submission to the General 
Assembly, with respect to matters falling within its competence. 

4. It may call, in accordance with the rules prescribed by the United 
Nations, international conferences on matters falling within its com- 
petence. 


ARTICLE 63 


1. The Economic and Social Council may enter into agreements with 
any of the agencies referred to in Article 57, defining the terms on which 
the agency concerned shall be brought into relationship with the United 
Nations. Such agreements shall be subject to approval by the General 
Assembly. 

2. It may coordinate the activities of the specialized agencies through 
consultation with and recommendations to such agencies and through 
recommendations to the General Assembly and to the Members of the 
United Nations. 


ARTICLE 64 


1. The Economic and Social Council may take appropriate steps to 
obtain regular reports from the specialized agencies. It may make ar- 
rangements with the Members of the United Nations and with the 
specialized agencies to obtain reports on the steps taken to give effect 
to its own recommendations and to recommendations on matters falling 
within its competence made by the General Assembly. 

2. It may communicate its observations on these reports to the Gen- 
eral Assembly. 


ART Chl BG's 

The Economic and Social Council may furnish information to the 
Security Council and shall assist the Security Council upon its request. 
AB UiCLE) 6.6 


1. The Economic and Social Council shall perform such functions as 
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fall within its competence in connection with the carrying out of the 
recommendations of the General Assembly. 

2. It may, with the approval of the General Assembly, perform services 
at the request of Members of the United Nations and at the request 


of specialized agencies. 
3. It shall perform such other functions as are specified elsewhere in 
the present Charter or as may be assigned to it by the General Assembly. 


Voting 
ARTIGLE 67 


1. Each member of the Economic and Social Council shall have 


one vote. 
2. Decisions of the Economic and Social Council shall be made by 
a majority of the members present and voting. 


Procedure 


ARTICLE 68 


The Economic and Social Council shall set up commissions in eco- 
nomic and social fields and for the promotion of human nghts, and such 
other commissions as may be required for the performance of its 
functions. 


ARTICLE 69 


The Economic and Social Council shall invite any Member of the 
United Nations to participate, without vote, in its deliberations on any 
matter of particular concem to that Member. 


ARTICLE 70 


The Economic and Social Council may make arrangements for rep- 
resentatives of the specialized agencies to participate, without vote, in 
its deliberations and in those of the commissions established by it, and 
for its representatives to participate in the deliberations of the special- 
ized agencies. 


ARTICLE 93 


The Economic and Social Council may make suitable arrangements 
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for consultation with non-governmental organizations which are con- 
cerned with matters within its competence. Such arrangements may be 
made with international organizations and, where appropriate, with 
national organizations after consultation with the Member of the 
United Nations concerned. 


ARETGLE 72 


1. The Economic and Social Council shall adopt its own rules of 
procedure, including the method of selecting its President. 

2. The Economic and Social Council shall meet as required in ac- 
cordance with its rules, which shall include provision for the convening 
of meetings on the request of a majority of its members. 


CHAPTER xI / Declaration Regarding Non-Self-Governing 
Territories 


ARTICLE 73 


Members of the United Nations which have or assume responsibilities 
for the administration of territories whose peoples have not yet attained 
a full measure of self-government recognize the principle that the in- 
terests of the inhabitants of these territories are paramount, and accept 
as a sacred trust the obligation to promote to the utmost, within the sys- 
tem of international peace and security established by the present 
Charter, the well-being of the inhabitants of these territories, and, to 
this end: 

a. to ensure, with due respect for the culture of the peoples con- 
cerned, their political, economic, social, and educational advancement, 
their just treatment, and their protection against abuses; 

b. to develop self-government, to take due account of the political 
aspirations of the peoples, and to assist them in the progressive develop- 
ment of their free political institutions, according to the particular 
circumstances of each territory and its peoples and their varying stages 
of advancement; 

c. to further international peace and security; 

d. to promote constructive measures of development, to encourage 
research, and to cooperate with one another and, when and where ap- 
propriate, with specialized international bodies with a view to the 
practical achievement of the social, economic, and scientific purposes 
set forth in this Article; and 
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e. to transmit regularly to the Secretary-General for information pur- 
poses, subject to such limitation as security and constitutional consider- 
ations may require, statistical and other information of a technical 
nature relating to economic, social, and educational conditions in the 
territories for which they are respectively responsible other than those 
territories to which Chapters XII and XIII apply. 


ACRETL.C Lab 


Members of the United Nations also agree that their policy in respect 
of the territories to which this Chapter applies, no less than in respect of 
their metropolitan areas, must be based on the general principle of 
good-neighborliness, due account being taken of the interests and well- 
being of the rest of the world, in social, economic, and commercial 
matters. 


CHAPTER xit / International Trusteeship System 


NER EGE 76 


The United Nations shall establish under its authority an inter- 
national trusteeship system for the administration and supervision of 
such territories as may be placed thereunder by subsequent individual 
agreements. These territories are hereinafter referred to as trust terti- 
tories. 


ARTICLE 76 


The basic objectives of the trusteeship system, in accordance with the 
Purposes of the United Nations laid down in Article 1 of the present 
Charter, shall be: 

a. to further international peace and security; 

b. to promote the political, economic, social, and educational ad- 
vancement of the inhabitants of the trust territories, and their progres- 
sive development towards self-government or independence as may be 
appropriate to the particular circumstances of each territory and its 
peoples and the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned, and 
as may be provided by the terms of each trusteeship agreement; 

c. to encourage respect for human rights and for fundamental free- 
doms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion, 
and to encourage recognition of the interdependence of the peoples of 
the world; and 
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d. to ensure equal treatment in social, economic, and commercial 
matters for all Members of the United Nations and their nationals, and 
also equal treatment for the latter in the administration of justice, 
without prejudice to the attainment of the foregoing objectives and 
subject to the provisions of Article 80. 


ARTICLE E 79 


1. The trusteeship system shall apply to such territories in the fol- 
lowing categories as may be placed thereunder by means of trusteeship 
agreements: 

a. territories now held under mandate; 

b. territories which may be detached from enemy states as a result 
of the Second World War; and 

c. territories voluntarily placed under the system by states responsible 
for their administration. 

2. It will be a matter for subsequent agreement as to which territories 
in the foregoing categories will be brought under the trusteeship system 
and upon what terms. 


AETICLE 78 


The trusteeship system shall not apply to territories which have be- 
come Members of the United Nations, relationship among which shall 
be based on respect for the principle of sovereign equality. 


ARTICLE 7H 


The terms of trusteeship for each territory to be placed under the 
trusteeship system, including any alteration or amendment, shall be 
agreed upon by the states directly concerned, including the mandatory 
power in the case of territories held under mandate by a Member of the 
United Nations, and shall be approved as provided for in Articles 
83 and 85 


ARTICLE 80 


1. Except as may be agreed upon in individual trusteeship agree- 
ments, made under Articles 77, 79, and 81, placing each territory under 
the trusteeship system, and until such agreements have been concluded, 
nothing in this Chapter shall be construed in or of itself to alter in any 
manner the rights whatsoever of any states or any peoples or the terms 
of existing international instruments to which Members of the United 
Nations may respectively be parties. 
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2. Paragraph 1 of this Article shall not be interpreted as giving 
grounds for delay or postponement of the negotiation and conclusion 
of agreements for placing mandated and other territories under the 
trusteeship system as provided for in Article 77. 


ARTICLE 81 


The trusteeship agreement shall in each case include the terms under 
which the trust territory will be administered and designate the au- 
thority which will exercise the administration of the trust territory. Such 
authority, hereinafter called the administering authority, may be one or 
more states or the Organization itself. 


ACR TAU CHL) EM One 


There may be designated, in any trusteeship agreement, a strategic 
area or areas which may include part or all of the trust territory to which 


the agreement applies, without prejudice to any special agreement or 
agreements made under Article 43. 


Tete Bi ee eae Rak SE: 


1. All functions of the United Nations relating to strategic areas, in- 
cluding the approval of the terms of the trusteeship agreements and of 
their alteration or amendment, shall be exercised by the Security 
Council. 

2. The basic objectives set forth in Article 76 shall be applicable to 
the people of each strategic area. 

3. The Security Council shall, subject to the provisions of the trustee- 
ship agreements and without prejudice to security considerations, avail 
itself of the assistance of the Trusteeship Council to perform those func- 
tions of the United Nations under the trusteeship system relating to 
political, economic, social, and educational matters in the strategic areas. 


ARTICLE 8 4 


It shall be the duty of the administering authority to ensure that the 
trust territory shall play its part in the maintenance of international 
peace and security. To this end the administering authority may make 
use of volunteer forces, facilities, and assistance from the trust territory 
in carrying out the obligations towards the Security Council undertaken 
in this regard by the administering authority, as well as for local defense 
and the maintenance of law and order within the trust territory. 


The Charter of the United Nations 437 


ARTICLE 85 


1. The functions of the United Nations with regard to trusteeship 
agreements for all areas not designated as strategic, including the ap- 
proval of the terms of the trusteeship agreements and of their alteration 
or amendment, shall be exercised by the General Assembly. 

2. The Trusteeship Council, operating under the authority of the 
General Assembly, shall assist the General Assembly in carrying out 
these functions. 


CHAPTER xm / The Trusteeship Council 


Composition 
AR TUG Er 86 


1. The Trusteeship Council shall consist of the following Members 
of the United Nations: 

a. those Members administering trust territories; 

b. such of those Members mentioned by name in Article 23 as are 
not administering trust territories; and 

c. as many other Members elected for three-year terms by the General 
Assembly as may be necessary to ensure that the total number of mem- 
bers of the Trusteeship Council is equally divided between those Mem- 
bers of the United Nations which administer trust territories and those 
which do not. 

2. Each member of the Trusteeship Council shall designate one 
specially qualified person to represent it therein. 


Functions and Powers 


AR TE BOF 


The General Assembly and, under its authority, the Trusteeship 
Council, in carrying out their functions, may: 

a. consider reports submitted by the administering authority; 

b. accept petitions and examine them in consultation with the ad- 
ministering authority; 

c. provide for periodic visits to the respective trust territories at times 
agreed upon with the administering authority; and 
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d. take these and other actions in conformity with the terms of the 
trusteeship agreements. 


ARTICLE 88 


The Trusteeship Council shall formulate a questionnaire on the 
political, economic, social, and educational advancement of the in- 
habitants of each trust territory, and the administering authority for 
each trust territory within the competence of the General Assembly shall 
make an annual report to the General Assembly upon the basis of such 
questionnaire. 


Voting 
ARTICLE 89 


1. Each member of the Trusteeship Council shall have one vote. 
2. Decisions of the Trusteeship Council shall be made by a majority 
of the members present and voting. 


Procedure 


ARTICLE 90 


1. The Trusteeship Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, 
including the method of selecting its President. 

2. The Trusteeship Council shall meet as required in accordance 
with its rules, which shall include provision for the convening of meet- 
ings on the request of a majority of its members. 


ARTICLE G t 


The Trusteeship Council shall, when appropriate, avail itself of the 
assistance of the Economic and Social Council and of the specialized 
agencies in regard to matters with which they are respectively con- 
cerned. 


CHAPTER xIv / The International Court of Justice 
ARTLICUE. G2 


The International Court of Justice shall be the principal judicial 
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organ of the United Nations. It shall function in accordance with the 
annexed Statute, which is based upon the Statute of the Permanent 


Court of International Justice and forms an integral part of the present 
Charter. 


ARTICLE 93 


1. All Members of the United Nations are ipso facto parties to the 
Statute of the International Court of Justice. 

2. A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may become 
a party to the Statute of the International Court of Justice on condi- 
tions to be determined in each case by the General Assembly upon the 
recommendation of the Security Council. 


ARTICLE 94 


1. Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to comply with 
the decision of the International Court of Justice in any case to which 
it is a party. 

2. If any party to a case fails to perform the obligations incumbent 
upon it under a judgment rendered by the Court, the other party may 
have recourse to the Security Council, which may, if it deems necessary, 
make recommendations or decide upon measures to be taken to give 
effect to the judgment. 


ARTICLE 95 


Nothing in the present Charter shall prevent Members of the United 
Nations from entrusting the solution of their differences to other tri- 
bunals by virtue of agreements already in existence or which may be 
concluded in the future. 


ARTICLE 96 


1. The General Assembly or the Security Council may request the 
International Court of Justice to give an advisory opinion on any legal 
question. 

2. Other organs of the United Nations and specialized agencies, 
which may at any time be so authorized by the General Assembly, may 
also request advisory opinions of the Court on legal questions arising 
within the scope of their activities. 
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CHAPTER xv / The Secretariat 


ARTI OU HO 7 


The Secretariat shall comprise a Secretary-General and such staff as 
the Organization may require. The Secretary-General shall be appointed 
by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security 
Council. He shall be the chief administrative officer of the Organization. 


ARTICHE 98 


The Secretary-General shall act in that capacity in all meetings of the 
General Assembly, of the Security Council, of the Economic and Social 
Council, and of the Trusteeship Council, and shall perform such other 
functions as are entrusted to him by these organs. ‘The Secretary- 
General shall make an annual report to the General Assembly on the 
work of the Organization. 


ARTICLE 99 


The Secretary-General may bring to the attention of the Security 
Council any matter which in his opinion may threaten the maintenance 
of international peace and security. 


MATE NCHRAD TOC 


1. In the performance of their duties the Secretary-General and the 
staff shall not seek or receive instructions from any government or from 
any other authority external to the Organization. They shall refrain from 
any action which might reflect on their position as international officials 
responsible only to the Organization. 

2. Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to respect the 
exclusively international character of the responsibilities of the Secretary- 
General and the staff and not to seek to influence them in the discharge 
of their responsibilities. 


CRT Ct Eaton 


1. The staff shall be appointed by the Secretary-General under regu- 
lations established by the General Assembly. 

2. Appropriate staffs shall be permanently assigned to the Economic 
and Social Council, the ‘Trusteeship Council, and, as required, to other 


The Charter of the United Nations 441 


organs of the United Nations. These staffs shall form a part of the 
Secretariat. 

3. The paramount consideration in the employment of the staff and 
in the determination of the conditions of service shall be the necessity 
of securing the highest standards of efficiency, competence, and in- 
tegrity. Due regard shall be paid to the importance of recruiting the 
staff on as wide a geographical basis as possible. 


CHAPTER xvi / Miscellaneous Provisions 


AGRO TG EE et Ore 


1. Every treaty and every international agreement entered into by 
any Member of the United Nations after the present Charter comes into 
force shall as soon as possible be registered with the Secretariat and 
published by it. 

2. No party to any such treaty or international agreement which has 
not been registered in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1 
of this Article may invoke that treaty or agreement before any organ 
of the United Nations. 


NEP CLEMO > 


In the event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members 
of the United Nations under the present Charter and their obligations 
under any other international agreement, their obligations under the 
present Charter shall prevail. 


ARTICLE 104 


The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Members 
such legal capacity as may be necessary for the exercise of its functions 
and the fulfillment of its purposes. 


A CRAT TO Late 2 iat 


1. The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Mem- 
bers such privileges and immunities as are necessary for the fulfillment 
of its purposes. 

2. Representatives of the Members of the United Nations and off- 
cials of the Organization shall similarly enjoy such privileges and 
immunities as are necessary for the independent exercise of their 
functions in connection with the Organization. 
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3. The General Assembly may make recommendations with a view 
to determining the details of the application of paragraphs 1 and 2 
of this Article or may propose conventions to the Members of the United 
Nations for this purpose. 


CHAPTER xvut / Transitional Security Arrangements 


IMIR WAL Che Ty il CYC 


Pending the coming into force of such special agreements referred 
to in Article 43 as in the opinion of the Security Council enable it to 
begin the exercise of its responsibilities under Article 42, the parties to 
the Four-Nation Declaration, signed at Moscow, October 30, 1943, and 
France, shall, in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 5 of that 
Declaration, consult with one another and as occasion requires with 
other Members of the United Nations with a view to such joint action 
on behalf of the Organization as may be necessary for the purpose of 
maintaining international peace and security. 


ART Ci Eei)07 


Nothing in the present Charter shall invalidate or preclude action, 
in relation to any state which during the Second World War has been 
an enemy of any signatory to the present Charter, taken or authorized 
as a result of that war by the Governments having responsibility for 
such action. 


CHAPTER xvi / Amendments 


AR ToD GC) neous 


Amendments to the present Charter shall come into force for all 
Members of the United Nations when they have been adopted by a 
vote of two-thirds of the members of the General Assembly and ratified 
in accordance with their respective constitutional processes by two- 
thirds of the Members of the United Nations, including all the perma- 
nent members of the Security Council. 


ARTICLE 109 


1. A General Conference of the Members of the United Nations for 
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the purpose of reviewing the present Charter may be held at a date and 
place to be fixed by a two-thirds vote of the members of the General 
Assembly and by a vote of any seven members of the Security Council. 
Each Member of the United Nations shall have one vote in the con- 
ference. 

2. Any alteration of the present Charter recommended by a two- 
thirds vote of the conference shall take effect when ratified in accord- 
ance with their respective constitutional processes by two-thirds of the 
Members of the United Nations including all the permanent members 
of the Security Council. 

3. If such a conference has not been held before the tenth annual 
session of the General Assembly following the coming into force of the 
present Charter, the proposal to call such a conference shall be placed 
on the agenda of that session of the General Assembly, and the con- 
ference shall be held if so decided by a majority vote of the members 
of the General Assembly and by a vote of any seven members of the 
Security Council. 


CHAPTER xIx / Ratification and Signature 


ARTIGLE 14-0 


1. The present Charter shall be ratified by the signatory states in 
accordance with their respective constitutional processes. 

2. The ratifications shall be deposited with the Government of the 
United States of America, which shall notify all the signatory states of 
each deposit as well as the Secretary-General of the Organization when 
he has been appointed. 

3. The present Charter shall come into force upon the deposit of 
ratifications by the Republic of China, France, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, and the United States of America, and by a majority of 
the other signatory states. A protocol of the ratifications deposited shall 
thereupon be drawn up by the Government of the United States of 
America which shall communicate copies thereof to all the signatory 
states. 

4. The states signatory to the present Charter which ratify it after 
it has come into force will become original Members of the United 
Nations on the date of the deposit of their respective ratifications. 
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The present Charter, of which the Chinese, French, Russian, Eng- 
lish, and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall remain deposited in 
the archives of the Government of the United States of America. Duly 
certified copies thereof shall be transmitted by that Government to the 
Governments of the other signatory states. 

IN FAITH WHEREOF the representatives of the Governments of the 
United Nations have signed the present Charter. 

Done at the city of San Francisco the twenty-sixth day of June, one 
thousand nine hundred and forty-five. 
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A NOTE ON THE TYPE 


The text of this book is set in Electra, a typeface designed by 
W <(illiam) A(ddison) Dwiggins for the Mergenthaler Linotype 
Company and first made available in 1935. Electra cannot be 
classified as either “modern” or “‘old style.” It is not based on 
any historical model, and hence does not echo any particular 
period or style of type design. It avoids the extreme contrast 
between “thick” and “thin” elements that marks most modern 
faces, and is without eccentricities which catch the eye and in- 
terfere with reading. In general, Electra is a simple, readable 
typeface which attempts to give a feeling of fluidity, power, and 
speed. 

W. A. Dwiggins (1880-1956) was born in Martinsville, Ohio, 
and studied art in Chicago. In 1904 he moved to Hingham, 
Massachusetts, where he built a solid reputation as a designer 
of advertisements and as a calligrapher. He began an association 
with the Mergenthaler Linotype Company in 1929, and over 
the next twenty-seven years designed a number of book types, 
of which Metro, Electra, and Caledonia have been used very 
widely. In 1930 Dwiggins became interested in marionettes, and 
through the years made many important contributions to the 
art of puppetry and the design of marionettes. 
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